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

In the broadest terms, it is critical that the EU budget for FP8 is maintained at the FP7 level. Funding for European research must be a priority for the EU  and should not be adversely affected in relation to other programme budgets. 

Excellence and relevance must be the driving forces behind the Framework Programme. Other policy goals, such as cohesion, should not dilute this principle. It is through research of the highest quality and relevance that innovation can be facilitated and Europe's competitiveness increased in a global context .

The value of the Marie Curie and ERC programmes is well-recognised and instruments such as these that work well and add value should continue to be supported.
The FP is well placed better to promote vital transnational, inter-sectoral and interdisciplinary collaboration in research.
The FP needs to provide a balance, supporting both frontier/basic research and promoting the translation of research into economic growth and businesses opportunities, enhancing competitiveness.
There is a general feeling among participants that the plethora of instruments can be confusing. There is little enthusiasm for introducing more new instruments or online systems under FP8. 

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


Many of the Grand Challenges will require long term research and large scale multidisciplinary and inter-sectoral collaborations. This would be difficult to achieve through national funding programmes alone. The collaboration of research skills and industrial partnerships drawn from the best across Europe will enhance the opportunities for innovation, leading ultimately to growth.

There are different timeframes to take into account. In some other cases timeliness and a shorter project timeframe is vital in the effective transfer of research results into innovative applications, and the FP could improve its record on this.

FP8 can take up the innovation policy aims of the EU and support activities from basic research, through to the exploitation of results, to developing lead markets, products, processes and services.
SMEs are important drivers of the innovation system, and their involvement in the FP has been relatively weak in the UK. Comments below will highlight this further.



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

FP8 will play a critical role in support of the flagship Innovation Union initiative and its aim to improve access to finance for research and innovation and ensure innovative ideas can be turned into products and services that create growth and jobs.

It is important not to lose sight of the EU's target of 3% investment in R&D.
Frontier research, enabling technologies and funding linked to the exploitation of research all play a role. 

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 study identified the potential  benefits well. However it is not clear that  all of these were carried through to their full economic potential.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

Research and innovation is at the heart of the development of a low carbon economy, and will see opportunities for new technologies, products and services which can drive economic growth and help meet emissions reduction needs.
The UK can support the identification of the low carbon economy as an over-arching Grand Challenge, and influence the content of the future FP8 programmes to align with this. 
There will also be synergies with the TSB investment priorities and these should be linked in. 

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

Innovation can be supported through the collaborative programmes as outlined in Q2 above. 
The frontier research funded through the ERC also has the potential to deliver the breakthroughs that lead to innovation.
As touched on in Q1, timeliness is sometimes difficult to achieve in the FP, particularly in some fast-moving innovative sectors. The FP7 is slow and bureacratic. Quicker and easier mechanisms are needed to support innovation in these sectors. Where this is the case FP8 could introduce strands of activity that invite faster, shorter-term projects (feasibility and pilot research) of between 6 and 18 months duration. 

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?
 The EU is in a unique position in that it can facilitate and fund collaborative research, and in so doing add value to research activities conducted at Member State and sub-national levels.

Collaborative projects, ERC funding and Marie Curie Actions are all identified as providing added value.

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Between the Cooperation, Ideas and People Programmes there is relatively little room for overlaps as the activities are generally distinct from each other. Within the Cooperation Programme good use has been made of joint calls for proposals across the thematic areas where appropriate.

The picture is less clear between the FP and the JTIs, PPPs and CIP which are generally less well-known and the boundaries between programmes appear more uncertain.

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
- the identification of the Grand Challenges provides the opportunity to align EU research priorities even more closely with UK national priorities and promote the EU as a global player.

- collaborative research through the FP is well placed to bring EU-wide added value.

- the move towards Grand Challenges potentially introduces a new structure and approach that will require organisations to adapt. This should be conducted as evolution rather than revolution, with instruments of proven value retained.

- it is important that smaller research and innovation actors are not in practice disenfranchised within this process.
- there is still a role for stakeholders of all kinds be able to fund research in new and emerging areas over the life of FP8 that may not fit into the grand challenges, i.e. a bottom-up approach. 

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 Grand Challenges as so far identified  in the Lund Declaration reflect Europe-wide issues - Global warming; Energy, water, food; Ageing societies; Public health; Pandemics; Security; Overarching challenge of turning Europe into an eco-efficient economy. 
There is a unique role for the EU in enabling international cooperation and lowering barriers. As well as the international collaboration, research related to the challenges will also benefit from interdisciplinary and intersectoral activities. Working across more traditional boundaries and disciplines can enable innovative thinking and breakthroughs. 
Whilst meeting the grand challenges is an important priority, research that also leads to increasing competitiveness is vital. 'Competitive' could be added along with 'eco-efficient' as an overarching need. High growth industries and the digital economy should be prioritised.
Query as to whether 'pandemics' is of equal priority to EU Member States in comparison with the other challenges? 

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

 The existing mechanisms have been effectively used in the past to allow coordinated multinational activities, and use has been made of specific calls to invite third-country participation. This model should continue. 
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?
 Across the UK there have been various levels of uptake across the themes and stakeholders will have differing views according to their experiences. ICT, NMP, Health, KBBE, Transport and Environment themes have been most used in this region.

It might be useful for there to be a mechanism whereby FP themes and topics can be more flexible over the course of the FP, as the result of a more  bottom-up approach - better reflecting the project needs of the research communities within the overall scope of the FP - rather than be set and fixed for the full length of the programme.

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

Key enabling technologies essentially act as a tool - a conduit to enable activities  to maximise their potential. They address technical challenges and can reach out to new or changing markets. Research into ICT itself can be justified where it improves the ability of the ICT, i.e. makes it a better tool.
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?

Services themselves depend on suitable infrastructure, (power, communications) and associated support (IT) and  factors such as  the environment. As such, services are already often covered by other threads and themes within 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?

Enabling technologies are pervasive and  should have a focus on the use of ICT and NMP in support of the collaborative themes including health, energy, transport and security. 
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

The introduction of the ERC in FP7 has been highly valued.
There is strong support for the ERC to continue to focus on frontier research, funding scientific excellence, encouraging researchers to take risks at the cutting edge of science and and not restricting scientific freedom.

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The frontier research provided by the ERC is the start of an innovation process and derives strength from using a bottom-up approach rather than being targeted towards specific themes or interests. 
 

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

The priority set in FP6/7 was felt to provide a good balance.
It is important that the programme attracts the best researchers, and promotion of the Marie Curie opportunities to the best in the world is necessary.
Mobility is essential and the UK should ensure that it does not place barriers in the way of attracting and keeping the best. There could also be some focus on opportunities for intersectoral mobility.


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?
The most valued activity in the FP7 Capacities programme has been 'Research for the benefit of SMEs'. This bottom-up funding, although with a very small budget in FP7, has been valued by participants. Research into capacity building is seen as important and this should continue to be supported in the budget allocation in the next round of funding.

Regarding funding for 'clusters'. It must be recognised that clusters cannot be artifically created. In order to be effective and sustainable they need to start and to grow organically. 

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
There has been little or no engagement with the JRC activities, which in itself raises the question as to whether it should have the same priority in FP8.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
     
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

It is important that national funding is targeted towards this kind of intergration.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Eurostars, ERANET and the AAL initiative are well received, although the sharing of national contributions can be complicated. 

However, there is a general sense that the plethora of instruments can be confusing. There is little enthusiasm for introducing more new instruments for FP8.  Simplification and streamlining instruments, ensuring instruments are flexible and practical and able to respond to changing priorities over the life of FP8. 

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

Take up is low, which may reflect a lack of awareness and promotion of opportunities in the UK.
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?

There is support for expanding the Eurostars programme and national governments should be encouraged to invest in the programme accordingly.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Research partners have highlighted the funding gap which often exists between the frontier research discoveries and making it to market with innovative products. The gap needs to be addressed, and PPPs can play a role in bridging this. 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Evaluation lessons have frequently drawn out the same conclusions over the years, particularly around simplification, faster time to contract, and improving levels of SME participation. 
Although some steps towards simplification were made in FP7, and these were very welcome, they did not constitute the 'quantum leap' since highlighted in the FP7 Interim Assessment.
Other areas which should be improved in FP8 coming from the previous evaluations are: improved administration, including shortening response times from the European Commission particularly on financial matters; streamlining the audit process; alleviating the bureaucratic processes for reporting, both financial reporting and substantive research reporting where there is too much duplication.


Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
- More emphasis in the contract deliverables on positive exploitation activities. 

- A requirement for all FP funded projects to provide Open Access to their published results within an agreed timeframe.

- The sharing of knowledge and best practice drawn from project outcomes can help create a critical mass of knowledge, and the EU is well-placed to facilitate this.


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?

     
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The FP has consistently found it difficult to reach its targets for business engagement and commercialisation. This is particularly true in the UK. 

In common with the experience across the UK participation from industry in European research, particularly SMEs, has been relatively low in the East of England region. 
In terms of FP administration inevitably what works perfectly well for a large company or university often does not work well for SMEs and micro-SMEs.

SMEs would  benefit from:

-  a 'quantum leap' in simplification. There needs to be a significant and lasting reduction in the level of administrative complexity.
- the level of EC co-financing: it is worth noting that perhaps one of the most significant attractions to SMEs in the changes made in implementing FP7 was the increase to 75% funding rates. 
- greater use of smaller, more frequent, shorter timeframe Calls for propsals in relevant areas that can be more rapidly implemented and help SMEs better develop their role as drivers of innovation.
- more use of the two-stage application process, as long as this does not unduly lengthen the timescale.
- faster times from submission to decision to contract.
- light touch financial checks, a more trust-based and risk-tolerant approach. There could be more use of sampling.
- simplifying cross currency issues, especially for those members outside the eurozone
- a realistic acceptable level of error permitted during audit. It is unreasonable that forms are rejected due to a one euro rounding error. 
- recognition of the difficulties faced by micro-SMEs in meeting 50% income targets for the payment of salaries.

- greater acceptance of national accounting practices and procedures.
- tackle delays in payment. Delays in final payments even after all the paperwork has been approved are unacceptable.The EU's extremely poor reputation for long delays deters some potential participants and causes excessive problems for some participants. Smaller organisations such as SMEs find this particularly damaging. Participants have reported that the advance payment system does not work and in one case case payments were delayed for 12 months. 
- include irrecoverable VAT as an eligible cost.
- scheduling the publication of work programmes well in advance, and ensure realistic deadlines from the publication of Calls. A period of 10-12 weeks is very short for finalising a transnational consortium and fully-prepared bid, and as such may dissuade newcomers, in contrast to those with past partnership relationships and project experience. This is particular true if the Call is launched over the summer or end of year holiday periods where making contacts is inevitably a slower process.
There are issues around the clarity and consistency of rules and advice. Regulations and rules of participation must be unambiguously worded and consistently interpreted. Experience of disparities between the verbal and written advice received has been very destabilising for participants and can dissuade them from future engagement.
There could be better publicity surrounding successful examples of participation.
The FP should be an accepted part of the R&D process instead of being something that SMEs and MicroSMEs try once and because of the inflexibility of the Commission's approach and mountain of administration choose not do again.

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)? 

Greater acceptance of national accounting practices and procedures.
Audit statements provided at the end of contracts should stand 'for all time' and not be subject to post-contract revision. Rules agreed at the start of a project should remain fixed for the duration of the project. Participants report that in many cases audit certificates 'time out' because the length of time the Commission takes to review projects post-completion and it is very costly for participants, especially small businesses, to provide two or more certificates.
More attention needs to be paid to the role and effectiveness of project officers. Too often this important role is neglected, and better results could be reached more consistently across projects if the appropriate expertise was required and fully funded.


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

Preparing a proposal is a significant investment in time and resources with the uncertainty of success. The two-stage process is a welcome method of encouraging more bids and better ideas.
However, the Commission's processes need to speeded up. The first-stage proposal must be simple and quickly reviewed. A two-stage process must not unduly  elongate the overall timeframe, especially as the time to contract is currently too long. The length of time to contract is particularly problematic for SMEs.
The TSB's processes are much faster than the FP, which could learn from the TSB's approach. 

Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No. We would urge caution before any radical shift is considered towards results-based funding. Local consensus is strongly against this kind of move.
Research is by nature uncertain and results can of course be different from those expected. This does not make the research 'bad' or a 'failure', indeed this can generate unexpected innovation. There is a significant danger that results-based funding will create a risk-averse approach to projects that will stifle innovation. There is also a risk of protacted discussions with the Commission about whether results are acceptable. As results could be audited long after the conclusion of the project, the risk of dispute is considerable. There is also the difficulty of defining the results at the outset and how to measure them during the grant agreement 'negotiation', and this could lengthen an already overlong process.
There may be a limited case for piloting a results-based model for very specific Calls, perhaps more industry-driven Calls closer to the product development phase. These lend themselves more readily to the approach, and involve industry partners who are used to operating by these criteria in the rest of their activities.

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

The rules are generally considered fit for purpose. There is a reasonable degree of freedom and the parties involved can agree to foreground IP before the start of the contract. Problems  tend to arise when partners move away from the collaboration agreement.
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?

There are concerns that overhead rates are too low (e.g. for Marie Curie, ERC and CSAs) - below that supported through national research council funding - and substantial investment is reqiured from partners to meet the full economic costs. In businesses there are radically different overhead rates depending on the business' structure and circumstances. Full costing will be appropriate for many organisatons, and an imposition of relatively low flat rates can see the level of the FP contribution proportionately lowered and making the funding less tenable. Clearer, consistent cost eligibility rules and overhead rates that better reflect the full economic costs would also go some way to encouraging more and repeat participations.
Low overheads are a disincentive to SME’s getting involved. Where the EU finances at the '50%' level, the fact that a lot of overhead costs have to go unrecovered makes this more like 30%. Adding to this endemic late payments the figure goes down to closer to 20% given the UK’s high interest rates into the SME sector. Further taking into account the EU's reputation for “end of contract” payment, SMEs advise that it is not diffult to see why  so many are reluctant to participate, and certainly not to repeat the experience.
For some (smaller) participants fixed rates based on country-specific rates may be a more appropriate approach as it reduces the need for complex accounting systems.
However, the possibility of using fixed rates must not be made obligatory or exclude the use of full costing. 
A possible major improvement to SMEs’ take up of FP funding opporunities could be if the first - for example, the first 2 - persons nominated to the contract in a company of (perhaps) 50 people or less were to be fully funded, at salary plus overheads at 100%.


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 key is to encourage appropriate participation by organisations for whom the FP is the right opportunity and who have a reasonable chance of success. Drawing in new participants, or expanding the participation by existing organisations will put greater demands on support mechanisms at local, regional and national levels. Cross-promotion of the FP as part of the the mainstream national and local funding programmes could help widen awareness. 
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

Universities find UKRO a useful service.

The UK is relatively under-resourced in its support of the FP compared to similar sized EU Member States, and investment in support would help leverage in even more resources to UK participants in FP8.
In common with other UK regions, a regional service for helping SMEs access the FP has been funded by EEDA (EU and Innovation Funding Support Service). This has been very well-received, and can provide outreach and one-to-one support. The abolition of the RDAs and the decentralisation and localisation agenda raises the question as to how best to resource such valued activities in the longer term.

Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Many participants in the FP have participated over many years, and in a range of proposals and projects. Such 'usual suspects', often larger organisations with a wealth of experience and specialised in-house staff, will be well-versed in the FP.

Even for these participants the new features of FP8 will require adjustment and UK support in preparation for the new programme would be valuable.
However, there are potential newcomers to the FP who find it too opaque and complex even at the earliest stages of assessing whether it is appropriate for their organisation. Many report that they have difficulty identifying where to start looking for information and initial support. Even once the potential benefits have been identified, the lack of experience, complexities of preparing a proposal, and need for support in resolving problems can dissuade participation.
Support for SME engagement has been patchy across the Member States, and across the UK. 

There is an clear ongoing need to provide national and sub-national support for newcomers and SMEs both in raising the visibility and accessibility of the FP, and in helping them raise their game and take advantage of more collaborative opportunities. This should move beyond information days, and encompass one-to-one encouragement and support where necessary.
If the UK wishes to enable a level of industry participation to mirror that in comparable member states, then such investment is a vital building block.

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

Participants have expressed interest in how Germany seems to have created stronger relationships between universities and SMEs (beyond university spin-off companies). There could be valuable lessons to learn for improving this in the UK.
Some other Member States have more extensive NCP support networks and provide a broader range of support to participants, including training, mentoring, support for bid-writing and partner searches. It could be useful to assess whether this is leveraging in more funding or improving the succcess rates of proposals.

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





