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

· Contribute to enhanced European knowledge base and provide opportunities for knowledge exchange and scientific/technological training.
· Addressing issues central to the future of each EU country, but are too large scale to be tackled on a national basis for example; sustainability of resources (including minerals and industrial minerals, water, environment and food) and mitigating the effects of climate change.
· Support evidence based social and public policy design to improve human wellbeing.  Attention should also be given to the problem of measuring/obtaining indicators of human wellbeing and happiness.

· Encourage cooperation with countries inside and outside Europe on key global agendas e.g. Millennium Development Goals, UNFCCC (all aspects of climate change, particularly in sensitive environments), Convention on Biodiversity etc, education and health  (including mental health)

· To support the diversity of research topics with bottom-up funding schemes.

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


· By funding technology/knowledge transfer activities beyond the end date of an RTD project or by funding such projects under a dedicated call.

· Ensuring stakeholders are engaged appropriately at all stages and facilitating the collaboration between universities and businesses, including SMEs.

· Maximising the potential for humanities and social science contribution to economic growth and prosperity including (but not limited to) research funding for tourism and the valorisation of cultural heritage which are key sectors of the European economy.

· Encouraging development of sustainable economies, where the impossibility of continuous economic growth is accepted, and the mechanisms necessary to adapt to a zero-growth economy.

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

Generally the instruments already in place are sound but they need to be seen to be making a significant contribution to social and economic well being.  At present there is insufficient public awareness of the value and impact of such EU initiatives.  This is partly due to the more general problem of European identity which is coming under increased strain in the context of economic recession.  This means that this programme (along with similar EU initiatives) needs to be much more effective in communicating its purpose and value to all EU citizens.

There are clearly benefits that can be gained from a greater cooperation and sharing of facilities across Europe.  
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 social benefits as well as the capacity building and economic gains through research investment have at times been underestimated.
The study has presented the soft benefits (such as developing international collaboration and outlook) well, but has tended to marginalise the importance of outcomes such as new policies, processes and the more practical applications of research.

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

It is alleged that there is a strong positive link between the creation of knowledge via R&D and economic growth. This is more a set of beliefs than an empirically substantiated proposition. There needs to be work carried out that establishes in detail the transmission mechanism between R&D and growth (well being). This will include an attempt to understand the translation of ideas in to products/services that are demanded by and, therefore, valued by consumers. What are the existing constraints? How can these be relaxed?

With regard to the carbon economy more work has to be done establishing the link between human impacts and climate change (e.g. carbon impacts). Work also has to be carried out examining the incentive structures that might change human behaviour (as in the current themes of “nudge architecture”). Attention has to be given to how the outcomes and messages of this research is communicated to the general public. Communication will influence behaviour especially in terms of changes to behaviour and the uptake of new sources of green energy for homes, business/industry, and transportation.
In addition there are major issues such as food and water security that need to be addressed. These might come under the umbrella of climate change but they should not be ignored.

Improvements in education for social mobility and well being in relation to physical and mental health should be at the core of this programme.  The positive social and economic effects of success in relation to these priorities relate to development of social capital and extending economic participation through the prevention/rescuing of lost capacity.

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

Through the funding of the types of basic and applied research identified in Question 5. By improving the quality of the projects it funds.  At present there seems to be a view that mobility and cooperation are, in themselves, worthwhile which is not necessarily the case.  There should also be more funding available for FET type initiatives under the Cooperation programme.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
Cooperation, Ideas, People and Capacities have all established their value for the European research community. There has been a welcome shift from a predominant emphasis in research networks in the early Framework Programmes, towards increasing funding for the best ideas (through the ERC in particular). The greater inclusivity of research in Humanities and Social Sciences under the ideas programmes is a welcome development. The continuing importance of researcher mobility (via Marie Curie and other actions) and capacity building (via ERC) is vital to the process of extending European success into the future.

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
We do not have the evidence to be able to answer this.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
There seem to be few, if any, overlaps within the Framework Programme however there are overlaps with other Programmes such as the Lifelong Learning Programme and topics under SSH and Science in Society.  There could also be more complimentarity between programmes such as Erasumus Mundus and the People programme, and the Health theme and the Public Health programme. 

It should not be forgotten that identifying and managing any overlaps is not a costless activity.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
For:
Achieve critical mass for significant progress to be made;

Programme could be viewed as trivial if not addressing commonly perceived grand challenges;

Encourages true interdisciplinarity rather than disciplinary concentration of funding.

Against:
Who defines the grand challenges?  Views will differ;

‘Grand’ implies larger projects which can be cumbersome and place too much emphasis on the establishment of an eligible consortium rather than the excellence of the science;

Might swamp smaller complimentary programmes which are essential for the effective implementation of the outputs of larger programmes.

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?

Large science, technology and innovation focussed projects such as:

· Climate change

· Energy

· Nanoscience/nano-technology

· Water & food security

· Aging, health and wellbeing
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

The current levels of engagement opportunities should be maintained.  There needs be a careful balance between the danger of parochialism and the domination by more powerful economic units.

It should be easier to access funding (i.e. more contractual freedom, flexibility in spending, shorter contracts etc.) to lower barriers for the participation of less developed countries outside Europe. 
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?
A thematic focus should be maintained for those topics where technology and expertise is located in a smaller number of EU countries such as Space.

The addition of SSH as a distinct thematic strand in FP7 is a welcome one and this should be maintained since its benefits are transversal.

When taking a thematic focus, care must be taken not to be over-prescriptive as can be the case in the current Framework Programme.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

FP8 should support fundamental research in enabling technologies as well as multi-disciplinary projects exploring the use of enabling technologies in different application areas. Research in ICT as enabling technology should be supported, for example, in the following areas:

· learning (not only formal disciplines but also, more important, informal areas such as human as well as societal values)

· security (mitigating and monitoring the risk of peace-threatening activities)

· medicine (preventive as well as remedial care)

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?

Yes. Services lie at the heart of the knowledge based economy. It is frequently through public and private services that the outputs of new technologies are delivered. The link between new technologies and the productivity of services is an important area for study. The accounting of services productivity within the national accounts is a major area that needs to be understood better since imperfect measurement of this has significant implications for the measurement of economic growth.

The significance of services in relation to and their contribution to the quality life of EU citizens should be rigorously evaluated with a view to testing certain assumptions.  

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?

Funding for research on environmental issues and climate change should be increased which will be of particular benefit to the UK as the UK research base in these topics is strong.

There is a predominant emphasis in the SSH theme calls towards the social sciences. This seems to underestimate the capacity of humanities research to deliver a significant return in terms of social and economic benefits to society. For example, landscape archaeology and landscape history, art history, languages and literature, law, museums and heritage management can all contribute valuable input in support of the full implementation and socio-economic valorisation of the European Landscape Convention. Similarly, there have been some important projects dealing with issues of identity, but with a poorly articulated historical dimension or time depth.
There is also a need for greater understanding of the extent to which different parts of society will adopt new technologies and their applications. Technological determinism is a naïve position to adopt. In order to understand the potential impact of new technology developments- in terms of the economy and quality of life- they must be placed within a social context and examined in terms of how individuals will respond to them.

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

A distinctive feature of the ERC ideas schemes is that the research is often high risk/high gain. The outstanding results achieved by UK researchers are testament to the importance to the UK and Europe of this sort of frontier research. The UK success in the Social Sciences and Humanities, the Physical Sciences and the Life Sciences panels of the ERC have been significant and broadly equal, emphasising the high standing of UK research across all these broad disciplinary areas. 
The current structure of ERC grants (Starting Independent Research Grants and Advanced Investigator Grants) does preclude a significant number of researchers who are no longer eligible for Starting Grants but haven’t yet reached the standing required for an Advanced Grant.  Consolidator grants within the Starting Grants goes some way to addressing this problem but the window of eligibility is too small.

We would support the inclusion of a programme through the ERC which offers funding for PhD students based on the excellence of the science and the potential of the student rather than mobility.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes.  This is one of the key ways in which the ERC funding differs from other EU schemes and there should certainly be a place for the support of institutionally focused research capacity building as well as trans-European networks.

Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

A dedicated industry-academia partnership scheme could be established under the ERC, without the need for the partners to be located in different EU countries.  The partnership would have to be equal to maintain the ‘bottom-up’ nature of the ERC programme and prevent issues with IP ownership.  If the industrial partner were expected to part fund the research then this balance could be threatened.

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

It should be a high priority, but be more rigorously managed in relation to the purpose and outcomes associated with proposed collaborations.  It is adequately addressed through the well established Marie Curie (People) Programme.
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?
There is a danger that the current capacity building schemes are too discipline specific, rather than looking at cross-disciplinary research teams focused on big issues like climate change and human societies. In general there could be more allocation of funding to interdisciplinary work on themes such as Science in Society.

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
The JRC should focus on key global agendas such as addressing climate change. 

Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme

The COST programmes’ detachment from the Framework Programme means it can be easily overlooked in favour of better known networking opportunities available under the Framework Programme.  COST needs to be more prominent and better marketed to ensure that the networks that are established represent a high portion of stakeholders and research leaders in that field. 

COST does often serve as a good basis for the building of European networks from which emerge bidding consortia for the Frameworks programmes. There is no doubt that considerable results have been achieved by COST networks, though this is often achieved despite the constraints imposed by the budgetary rules that support networking and meetings, rather than underwriting the actual costs of doing research.

Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

Education, research and innovation are currently supported by three distinct and detached programmes, the Lifelong Learning Programme, Framework Programme and the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme.  Certainly there is more to be done in integrating these activities but that needs to be considered across all three programmes rather than through any one programme.

The nature and quality of thinking behind integration needs to be carefully considered to ensure that clear and achievable objectives are set.

KIC’s should be accessible and inclusive.
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
The JTI’s are a good initiative in principle but in practice there are too many barriers to universities and public sector involvement.   Specifically, low overhead rates and/or reimbursement rates and an assumption that foreground IP will be assigned to the private sector partners make a heavy application process and lengthy contract negotiations an unattractive proposition.  The problems are compounded by the fact that different rules and processes apply for securing JTI funding that are not familiar to those who use other FP funding more regularly. 
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

We do not know enough about the RSFF to comment.
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?

Smaller projects are easier to get involved in and manage.  Often larger programme-type initiatives involve significant levels of bureaucracy for less financial gain and less control over the direction of the research.  

Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Private interests should be welcomed but be unambiguously subordinate to academic interests. There are other avenues for private sector interests to be met.  

The governance of PPP’s, the amount of funding to be provided by the private sector (if any) and IP ownership issues all have to be addressed and clear guidelines produced.  
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
The simplification measures introduced in FP7 were welcome and further administrative simplification should be key in the development of FP8. 
The FP7 processes and structure are a considerable improvement on past FP’s, both in terms of the reduction of bureaucracy and the freedom to do proper research. We would not like to see major changes to this and certainly not a return to grants that simply facilitated networking. 

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
This is a very important issue.  Much more effort needs to go into disseminating the contribution made by FP8 (and other EU initiatives) to the improvement of wellbeing for EU citizens.  This implies the need for a much more proactive approach to publicity directed at the widest possible audience.  For example, individual investigators who have benefited from EU support should be required to put more effort into disseminating the benefits of their funding to the wider EU public.  
This could be done by continuing to fund dissemination activities beyond the end date of the project or incentivising dissemination activities.

The impact agenda, open access and REF are key issues in the UK currently and as such we are likely to experience a culture shift towards more effective dissemination.
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?

Funding should be awarded on the basis of the quality of applications and not be ring-fenced for particular groups which might result in poorer projects being funded.  If anything, a greater proportion of the funding should go to organisations on condition that they engage more closely with stakeholders, to whom they should be able to devolve funds, 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Mitigate the administrative overhead in applying for EU funding and reduce ‘time to grant’.  

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)? 

Although we appreciate that they are working on a different scale, the UK Research Councils invoke less bureaucracy so the Commission might consider their processes as a model for future improvements.

Remove the requirement for timesheets, which aggravate paperwork burden and consume resources but cannot meet the purpose of controlling. 

All procedures should be considered and simplified if possible, from the application stage to the final report.

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

Yes – this could reduce the current high redundancy within the one stage proposal process and could drive up quality of applications.

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

A project cannot commence effectively without a guaranteed financial return otherwise commitments to costs, especially longer term commitments like staff, cannot be made.  Also, in the case of a results/output based reimbursement model, participants would be gambling their money on trying to reach an outcome but then not receiving reimbursement if they fall short of that.  The lack of concrete funding to build a research project on is likely to be particular barrier to SME involvement.  

A results/output/performance based reimbursement model risks encouraging ‘safe’ research and could prevent applications for high risk high gain research projects. 

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

No, the rules on IP are fair and the grant agreement retains a level of flexibility by allowing the rules to be supplemented by separate agreement between the parties e.g. through a consortium 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?

Overall, the provision for overheads is inadequate and should be brought into line with FEC structure
However, the flat rate overhead apportionment is fair within FP7 i.e. 100% reimbursement and 7% overhead for a Coordination and Support Action (tending to be non-lab based) compared to 75% reimbursement and 60% overhead for a collaborative research project (tending to be lab based), with the exception of the JTI’s as mentioned in our response to Question 25.

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 UK should retain at least some of the services of the regional offices in Brussels that are under threat because they provide a valuable access point to the European Commission.  Their knowledge and connections are also unmatched for more strategic initiatives e.g. engaging with EU networks, influencing thematic research topics etc.  They provide support at a different level to that provided by the NCP’s or UKRO which many UK universities in particular are in a position to benefit from. 

The NCP network should provide an added value above what can be found in guidance documents and should be encouraged to share best practice with counterparts in the UK and overseas.  The NCP’s should market and promote the schemes they’re affiliated to in addition to resolving queries on applications and project management.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

As we are becoming more experienced in FP7, the services provided by UKRO and the NCP’s are in less demand but this will change as FP8 is implemented.  We are finding now that the more strategic and personal service offered by the regional offices in Brussels have more value for us.

Greater support at the application stage would increase UK success in the FP as resources are most stretched at that stage.  The application support services vary greatly from region to region.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Greater support at the application stage.

The KTP scheme (currently on hold) works well with small companies; the application process is simple, costing models are simple, the impact for the SME is more obvious from the onset. There are two ways in which this can work: a KTP-like scheme for Europe, involving cross-country collaborations between academia and SMEs with a very lightweight administrative side and light weight application process could work well. Also, taking ideas developed in a UK KTP context and expanding on these to include other European countries and related sectors/ products in an incremental way would be something where the buy in from the SME is small (a KTP) but the expansion opportunity is provided in a more natural way than engaging in big EU bids and hence would probably be more likely to be taken up.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Germany seem to be consistently successful in the FP’s so the UK should look to them to share best practice.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
We would welcome further consultation with UK researchers on topics to be included in any thematic work programmes for future Framework Programmes.  Aligning topics with UK research interests will ensure that the UK is in a strong position to access Framework Programme funding.
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 (
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? 

( 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� 






