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

The key objective of the U|K in negotiating FP8 should ensure that the programme continues to offer funding for both basic and applied research in a wide range of research areas, with funding allocated to demand and supporting the wider economic and social agendas which are in both the UK and EU research interests.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


The Framework programme should continue to be a "mixed economy" programme supporting basic curiosity driven research (particularly that which can only be undertaken at a European level) which may have long term econmic benefits but also funding applied research in key economic sectors where the benefits to economic growth may be much more tangible and shorter in timescale.

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

Yes, these should be key considerations for any new Framework Programme.
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? 

Yes, the study appears to reflect the main benefits to the UK in relation to the Framework Programme.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

The economic benefits accruing to the UK should not be mutually exclusive from those which benefit Europe as a whole.  Undertaking research of benefit to key European industries, as well as training researchers who will form tomorrow's research leaders in both academia and industry must continue to be at the core of the programme.  Environmental aspects - in pacticular the low carbon economy, cut across most funding areas, but there may be a case for a more systematic requirement for projects to address the issue where relevant.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

The more applied aspects of the Framework programme should contribute towards innovation.  However, monitoring of this aspect (the outputs of projects) has tended to be regarded as less important than monitoring of inputs (financial spend, reporting etc).  A switch to more explicit statements of exploitation and innovation routes and more effective monitoring would therefore be a logical development, particularly in applied and near-market projects.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
For historical reasons, some themes (an example would be ICT) have received considerably more funding than other areas.  These are not necessarily justified in terms of the nature of the research base in the UK (or indeed in Europe) or established and emerging industrial sectors in Europe.  It is suggested that there needs to be an evaluation from first principles as to how the cake is divided (particularly within the Co-operation pillar) to ensure that the funding is being directed appropriately.  Secondly, success rates within  the programme vary widely according to the pot of funding available. The European Research Council has been a very successful innovation.  It is suggested that in any share-out of funding, this programme should move up the pecking order to reflect both its popularity and its success.  The Marie Curie programme continues to be successful (and is an area where the UK does well).  Success rates have declined over the course of Framework Seven.  This is another area where more funding would appear to be justifiied. More generally, some thought should be given to ensuring that all programme areas have a baseline success rate; there is currently a wide discrepancy.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
The different parts of the programme address added value in different ways - near market should not be used as a synonym for added value per se -  for exampe ERC grants  are high risk and thus may not bring any added value if they fail, but the potential gains are significant if successful.  Also, whilst they are the least "European" of all EU projects, they provide sustained longer funding which ultimately will benefit Europe.  The classic collaborative grants are grounded in EU policy and so should provide greater added value, but they often offer oppportunities for incremental rather than breakthrough research. Feedback from researchers suggest that the "top down" collaborative projects are not always the most effective vehicles for undertaking the best research (also big is not always best, and smaller more manageable proejcts often deliver better outcomes).  Marie Curie Fellowships and Initial Training Networks, which are bottom up and therefore give the PI the ability to select the best partners, are judged to produce a consistently higher level of research.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
There may be a need to re-focus some programmes to ensure that they have a clear and distinctive mission - this is however not an argument for reducing the scope of the Framework programme.  For example ERC should be seen as the home for risky research, whereas the co-operation should fund applied research.  The difference between for example ERC Starting Grants and Marie Curie Fellowships should be more than mobility and length of grant.  Each funding strand should also be anaysed to ensure that the necessarily artificial funding divisions (eg Transport and Environment) do not lead to similar research being funded in two different programmes. Some programmes outside of the Framework (for example Erasmus Mundus) cover similar ground to existing Framework schemes (eg Marie Curie ITNs).  These could be rationalised and brought within the Framework umbrella.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
There is certainly a case for a grand challenge approach within the Co-operation strand.  This allows a more co-ordinated approach across a number of traditional subject areas and levers more funding in a smaller number of areas (for greater impact).  However, large projects do not necessarily mean successful projects unless they retain a sigificant degree of focus.  They must not be seen as being all things to all people and simply a vehicle for industry subsidy from the back door.  There is also a danger of over prescription.  Some of the best research undertaken at a European level (or indeed at any level) is serendipetous.  Some space within the programme needs to be retained to allow for this research to be undertaken.  Grand challenge research by definition will also exclude a larger section of the research community, so whilst it may have a large role to play in the future programme, it should not be the exlusive instrument for funding EU collaborative projects.
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?

In general, the scientific community coalesces around those research areas which cannot be tackled at a national level (because of resource, facilities or critical mass of expertise).  These three criteria should always be borne in mind with considering any grand challenges.  In terms of areas, there are some key industrial strengths which cut across member states (automotive, IT for ecample) where there is a clear logic in having a more interdisciplinary focus.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

This needs to be addressed in a more coherent way than is the case at present.  There is a case for identifying some key global challenges (e.g. Food Security) and then addressing this in a concerted fashion.  The current approach - identifying disparate topics which may include third countries, and then allowing third country participation in others on a non funded basis, is not creating a critical mass.  The programme should be more strategic, and selective, but then fully fund third country participation.  There is no logic in identifying a global challenge but then not providing the funds to allow it to be addressed effectively.
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?
The traditional thematic focus has certainly served the UK well in allowing the UK to access more than its "juste retour" of funding.  However, there may be a case for focusing a greater proportion of funding on a small number of cross-cutting grand challenges or programmes - this approach is currently being tried in Framework Seven in a small way -  through the PPPs or through joint calls.  It might make more sense to have a separate programme area devoted to grand challenges.  However, there is still a need to fund research - particularly long term or speculative research at a European level - particularly where it cannot be undertaken at a natioanl level.  There may be a case for reserving funding across a number of traditional themes using the FET model included in the ICT, but rolling this out to all programmes.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

These are a key area of strengh in the UK, and their role in a multipliticy of disciplines (e.g. health, transport) are very evident.  Projects which require the deployment and development of enabling technologies are therefore of key importance.
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?

The Framework Programme already addresses services in some parts of the programme (e.g. Health Systems), and more generally as part of the SSH theme.  There may be a case for bringing this important sector to the fore in other parts of the programme.
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?

As referred to earlier, there is a need to review the share-out of funding from first principles rather than simply considering that a particular theme or sector should continue to receive its current share of the pot.  If enabling technolgies (which arguably best sit within grand challenges) take up more funding, then funding within the remaining themes need to be more responsive to needs and to demand (FET is a good example given earlier.  Funding for Social Sciences and Humanities theme was improved in Framework Seven but remains insufficient.  Success rates are so low in this programme that there is a danger that people will stop applying for this particular theme.  Given its modest size, the size of this programme could be increased without signifncantly impacting upon the size of the other programme areas.
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 has been a success story in Framework Seven, and its focus on Frontier Research gives it a distinctive edge.  I think there is a danger that if it moves into more mainstream research areas, it will begin to replicate national Research Council funding, and its rationale weakened.  Success rates in ERC have been good enough to encourage the best researchers to apply.  Participation rates in the remainder of the programme need to be carefully analysed to ensure that the allocation of funding remains sufficient.  We would not expand the scope of the scheme, but would consider rationalising into starters, mid career, and advanced grants.  The current "starting grants" badge is not appropriate for somone with 12 years experience post PhD.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
There is a danger that funding collaborative projects under ERC will encroach on other parts of the Framework Programme (for example Initial Training Networks under Marie Curie).  The current scheme provides for team members from other institutions, whilst retaining the focus on the single investigator.  This appears to strike the right balance - allowing flexibilty without replicating other schemes.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

ERC funds high risk high return research.  Whilst this does not preclude the private sector (or indeed a private sector host), any requirement or expectation that the private sector is involved, may undermine this ethos.  The current balance - which provides for private sector involvement as a subsidiary part of the scheme, appears to strike the right balance.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

The Marie Curie scheme remains a popular programme, and the emphasis on training gives it a distinctive identity.  However, the success rates have become very low in Framework Seven - single figure percentage points in some cases.  The scheme either needs to narrow its focus, or requires an injection of funding from other parts of the programme if it is to retain credibility.  Marie Curie is probably the most popular funding scheme within the academic community and we would strongly support a substantial increase in budget.
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 capacities programme appears like it was created as a "none of the above" programme, rather than something with a coherent logic.  Many of the areas funded could easily be located within other parts of the programme (e.g. Science in Society could form part of SSH).  The two distinctive areas which capacities should continue to support are SME support and infrastructure development.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The JRC is the legacy of the Pre-Framwork programme regime, and would not have been created now.  In some cases they house useful facilities (which should be fully accessible to the wider community), otherwise, they should be requred to compete fully for all funding they receive.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

The COST scheme is popular with academics, however its rationale as a semi-detatched part of Framework, appear for historical rather than logical reasons.  There is no reason why COST could not be absorbed into the thematic priority areas  - potentially as a suite of Networks of Excellence or thematic networks funded in previous programmes.  This would also be much more efficient than the current arrangements.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

We do not believe that this should be a primary Focus for FP8
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
Further review needs to be undertaken on these instruments to assess which work best and why they are needed. 
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

This regime works well for the University sector and there is no reason to change this arrangement.
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 a tension between micro-management by the Commisison of small projects, and larger projects simply being unwieldy (whether Commission administered or not).  The current balance is probably right though not ideal.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Their impact needs to be carefully assessed before further proposals are brought forward for Framework Eight.  In particular, they need to guard against being a "closed shop" for a small number of multinationals, to the detriment of other participants.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
One key area (unresolved) is around bureaucracy and timescales from proposal submission to award)
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
There needs to be a proper overarching Commission strategy in this area.  At the moment the approach is at a programme/theme level and is ad-hoc.
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?

We consider that the current balance is appropriate.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
We think that a key issue here is bureaucracy or the perception that the schemes are bureaucratic.  This is particularly off-putting for SMEs, and is an area which needs to be tackled. 
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)? 

There are many issues on a micro level that could be addressed. At a global leve, a move towards a "price for a job" arrangement particularly in the case of the large collaborative projects, and a switch to assessment of scientfic outputs rather than financial detail would assist with this.  More generally, the timescales involved in submission-award need to be further addressed, though this has more to do with the cumbersome procedures used by the European Commisison which are outwith the Framework Programme.
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

Two stage submissions are popular as long as stage one is not onerous but is meaningful.  It is often said that to prepare a stage one bid, almost as much work is required as in relaton to a stage two bid!  At stage 2, there needs to be a high chance of success, so the gearing is important here.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

This would certainly remove some of the more onerous financial reporting and auditing requirements.  In effect, grants would become tenders.  The danger here would be that cheaper consortia could undercut the UK (which often is seen as relatively expensive).  Other countries, which do not expect indirect costs to be funded, could significantly undercut more expensive consortia.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

We are broadly supportive of current arrangements
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 current overhead model delivers indirect costs which are not dissimilar to grants under RCUK using the flat rate model (60% overheads).  Moving towards a Trac based system is an option which most universities have not pursued.  The UK should be arguing strongly for the retention of a 60% flat rate throughout the Framework Programme - a higher flat rate overhead is worth arguing for as long as it is not at the expense of a much more explicit requirement to move towards actual indirect costs, since these are difficult to calculate under EU rules.
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? 

In general, UK participation is healthy.  BIS should focus efforts on those parts of the programme which are of strategic importance to the UK.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UK support services are generally good (UKRO is a good service), NCPs vary in accessibility and their understanding of their role in supporting the academic.  A clearer understanding of this would be good. Early intelligence on funding opportunies often come via other Member States because some of our reps are unwilling to release information
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Nothing specific to suggest here
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

We have no specific suggestions here
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� 





