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	Government Department or Agency
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	Research Institute
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	Public and Private Research Bodies
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	Devolved Administration
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	Regionally-based special interest group
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	Funding Council

University representative organisation
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	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?

The UK should seek to increase its overall share of the FP8 budget, relative to its share in FP7. This might be achieved by more and better publicity within the UK for the main funding calls, with the aim of encouraging the participation of UK industry (large, medium and small enterprises) in all parts of the programme. Private sector R&D investment will increase if UK industry views FP8 as ‘first tier’ funding, which means simplified application procedures, shorter contract negotiation times, and a reduced administrative burden. There is a role for the leading UK universities here, in collaborating with industry to share expertise and knowledge about how best to engage with the different funding programmes. 
Priorities for greater engagement by industry should include those areas in which the UK is considered (based on key performance metrics, such as publications and patents) to have a scientific and/or technological lead over its competitors. These are notably in the health and life sciences (e.g. regenerative medicine), advanced manufacturing, aerospace/defence, renewable energy, and micro- and nano-technologies. 

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


By stimulating UK industry to invest more heavily in R&D, in order to gain a competitive advantage.

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

The rationale behind the Framework Programmes is to improve European industrial competitiveness by enhancing the quality of the scientific-technological research base on which this competitiveness is founded. This is best achieved by promoting transnational collaboration in research, which in turn lends support to broad EU policy objectives such as Europe 2020, the ERA, and the Strategic Energy Technology 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 have been identified appropriately in the report.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

FP8 can make a positive contribution to the economy by allowing UK researchers to assume key roles in large-scale programmes that could not be carried out at a national level (e.g. European Industrial Initiatives launched under the Strategic Energy Technology Plan), and/or which have global relevance (e.g. combating climate change, International Ocean Drilling Program). If the UK leads in these areas, it is likely that our nation will be well placed in the race to develop new processes and technologies, that can then be exploited as part of the move to a low-carbon economy.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

The new FP will be successful at supporting innovation in the UK if its programmes complement, rather than duplicate, research activities funded at national level, e.g. by the Technology Strategy Board and the UK Research Councils. This means a greater focus on basic research, to provide the underpinnings for new techologies that can then be developed further by industry. 

FP8 should also support up-and-coming research leaders, from whose ranks will come the next generation of key innovators. This nurturing of talented individuals can be encouraged through UK participation in the schemes run by the European Research Council, and in the Marie Curie programmes. 

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
With just over three-fifths of the total budget in the Co-operation part of FP7, there is a concern that the more high-risk, 'blue skies' research has become marginalised. In FP8, this could be addressed by increasing by some 25% the proportion of funding allocated to the ERC, at the expense of the more 'generously funded' areas of the Co-operation programme - notably the ICT theme, which has a disproportionately large share of the overall budget in FP7. Within FP8, the funding of key themes such as health, advanced manufacturing, energy and transport should remain at least as high as in FP7.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Please see answer to Q7.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Undoubtedly small efficiencies can be found, but the overlaps do not appear to be significant.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
For: allows funding to be concentrated in strategic areas, to enable progress to be made more rapidly than would otherwise be the case.

Against: starves 'up and coming' areas (some of which may become tomorrow's grand challenges) of much-needed resources. 

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 JPI in Combating Neurodegenerative Diseases is a good example of the type of activity that should be tackled at an EU-wide level. Similarly, the six EIIs launched during 2010 under the SET Plan offer the potential to engage European researchers with some of the main challenges in the energy area. Potentially, all of these activities will benefit from an interdisciplinary approach. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

The mechanisms used in FP7 appear appropriate for this and should be continued under FP8.
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?
See answer to Q7. In addition, it may be timely to review whether some of the very small programmes funded in FP7 under the 'Capacities' area, should be continued in FP8. The effectiveness of these programmes in achieveing their objectives, at current levels of funding, must surely be in doubt?
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

These technologies should permeate the other themes, rather than being themes in their own right.
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?

Some work in this area has been funded in FP7, notably under the SSH portion of the Co-operation programme, and in the 'Capacities' programme. This research should be continued into FP8, at a level similar to that under FP7.
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?

It is nigh impossible to know what the 'best' split should be; the current approach is generating results in some areas and not in others, but a radical shake-up may actually have more disbenefits than benefits.   
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 continue to focus entirely on supporting frontier research, perhaps with a greater emphasis on interdisciplinary approaches. 
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes, noting that this mechanism allows the investigator to build/maintain a team around them, and so does not fund one person only.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

The ERC could encourage applicants to engage at an early stage with the end-users of the research, e.g. by requesting an impact plan similar to that used by the UK Research Councils. 
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 are seen as ‘a good thing’ in their own right, but there is no quantitative evidence that they impact substantially on European industrial competitiveness, e.g. by plugging a 'skills gap'. The current Marie Curie programme, with its emphasis on  training at Ph.D. level, is heavily biased towards blue skies research, and lacks participation from major industries. This could be rectified to a degree by reinstating a scheme along the lines of the Industry Host Fellowships, last seen in FP5. The launch of such a scheme in FP8 would be a welcome development in re-balancing the portfolio, to enable more applied research to take place.
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 Research Infrastructures programme is a useful element of FP7 and underpins a number of key services and initiatives. Certain other elements of Capacities, notably the 'Research for SMEs', 'Regions of Knowledge' and 'Research Potential' elements, would arguably be better placed outside of FP8, within the CIP. Similarly, 'Science in Society' and 'International Co-operation' could be rolled into the Co-operation programme. 
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The JRC's five policy themes span many of the areas covered by FP7, and in accordance with its strategy for 2010-20 (published in July 2010), its research activities will continue along much the same lines during FP8. Its first priority should be to fulfil its mission to act as a scientific and technical centre of reference, in support of the policy-making DGs of the European Commission. Aside from this, the JRC will continue to support other EC services and to undertake contract research for third parties.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
COST is a useful complement to the main Framework Programme and the European Science Foundation's activities in support of research. As a 'bottom up' initiative aimed at capacity-building in key areas of scientific interest to the EU, it does not duplicate either of the above. However, it has very limited financial resources, which limits both its reach and effectiveness. Its existence is not well publicised in the UK. 
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No, as there are mechanisms in place to do this, i.e. the EIT.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
The JTIs and Article 185 initiatives set up under FP7 are still at a very early stage of development, so it is too early to comment upon their impact and relative success. It would seem premature to consider setting up new instruments without first having evaluated the existing instruments, over a period of say, 5-10 years. 
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

The RSFF has been running since June 2007, so is relatively new on the scene. The Facility may be of interest to regional development agencies and some SMEs. We would not expect it to be included directly within FP8, though it could indirectly assist the participation of SMEs 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 balance struck by FP7 appears to be about right, with a mix of large and smaller activities being supported.  
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

The three PPPs launched in 2010 are at a very early stage in their development and hence should be subject to evaluation before the scheme is incorporated into FP8 or abandoned, as appropriate.  
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
The principal lesson is for the Commission to respond to the repeated calls for simplification of the Framework Programme, notably by reducing in number the bewildering variety of funding schemes, each with its own rules, funding mechanisms and reporting procedures.
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 Commission's recent establishment of an open access infrastructure for Europe (OPENAIRE) is a welcome development, and should pay dividends in FP8. 
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?

If the question concerns a shift in the relative portions of funding won from the Framework Programme by the different types of organisation, it would seem sensible to incentivise UK industry to participate more fully in FP8; this might eventually result in a increased proportion of the budget being awarded to companies, when compared to the current situation. Any efforts in this regard (see answer to Q1) should not - and need not - be at the expense of UK universities, which have been highly successful in securing funds under successive Framework Programmes. Rather, the aim must be to increase the UK's share of funding awarded under FP8, relative to that secured by Germany and France.  
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Please see answers to Q1 and Q29.
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)? 

Please see answer to Q29.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Yes, provided that this does not increase the length of the period between the close of the Call for Proposals and the start of the grant, which at an average of 220 days is already considered by many to be too long.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

No, as the results of scientific research are, by definition, uncertain. The Commission should not be encouraging (or being seen to encourage) 'safe' research.
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?

In FP8, the 'special transitional flat rate' should be retained at its current level (indirect costs funded at 60% of direct costs, minus subcontracting).
Question 38: Within the current UK public expenditure constraints
, could the UK do more on a cost-neutral basis to encourage participation in FP generally? 

Yes, principally by improving the quality and frequency of publicity that surrounds the Framework Programme after its initial launch (when everything tends to go quiet for several years).
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO provides an excellent service. The UK NCPs are generally of a good standard, but the fact that they are scattered across government agencies and the private sector does not provide the desired coherence that would come from having a single 'port of call'. 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The current management and administrative procedures are off-putting to many smaller players (non-research-intensive universities, and SMEs), who have neither time nor energy to be in the game for the long haul. ‘Light touch’ administration of FP funds, in the manner of the UK Research Councils, would encourage wider participation.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

If the question refers to raising participation by UK industry (academia is already engaged), the key must be to raise awareness through targeted publicity relating to major Calls for Proposals; and thereafter to provide support to industry via the appropriate NCP service and/or by mobilising one or more research-intensive universities (or private research institutes) to act as partners in developing the bid. This appears to work well in Germany, where the Fraunhofers provide appropriate expertise to assist industry in engaging in FP7. 
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
None.
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
None.
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 
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� 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� 





