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	Universities
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	SMEs
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	Individual researcher from a university
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	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

The Transport Operations Research Group (TORG) believes that the UK should thrive to align FP8 funding objectives with domestic funding aspirations as carried out by EPRSC, SRC and other funding bodies. Following the new budget for Research Councils we believe that domestic funding should be used for smaller projects while FP8 should look at larger projects. For the years to come, research in the following areas will be of high importance to the UK: transport, carbon economy, energy security, resilience of networks, accessibility, electric vehicles and social inclusion. Funding in those areas will have to be a priority both for domestic as well as FP8 funding. 
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


In the current economic climate it is particularly important to get good value for money. There should be a drive to commercialise research results and improve the impact of research and deliver real benefits for the public. This can be done by funding more applied research, test beds and operational trials. However, blue sky research must not be neglected by the FP8 programme.

Transport has been closely linked to economic success and it is important to continue research into making the European transport system more reliable, efficient and to reduce external impacts such as congestion, air pollution, noise pollution and carbon emissions. In the short-term there should be a focus on how we can maximise the capacity of existing networks.

With an aging population it will be more and more important to continue research into social inclusion.


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

See answer to Question 2. FP8 should encourage a move to more integrated and interoperable systems across Europe. Researchers need to learn from best practice and commercialise results. The UK is not good at commercialising research results and could learn from the Fraunhofer-model in Germany.
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? 

no comment
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

North East England has an ambitious strategy for electric vehicles, focused on renewable energy and low/zero-carbon opportunities in its existing automotive sector, and aims at developing its economy, creating new jobs, and remaining internationally competitive. This success is achieved through high quality research, the close location of commercial companies such as Nissan and the promotion of this area to all parts of the value chain. Successes such as this need to be replicated and the UK needs to ensure that we remain an international leader in low-carbon technologies.
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 is essential to UK innovation, particularly with the reduction in the domestic funding budgets, it is even more important for researchers that money is available from the EU. FP8 also plays an important part in fostering new collaborations amongst researchers and their institutions across Europe. To further support innovation, more SMEs should be encouraged to take part in FP8. Many SMEs are discouraged from taking part in European projects because of the high administrative burden to their organisations.
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
More emphasis should be put on Ideas and People. Early-stage researchers should be supported furhter by the EU Commission in creating an international profile. To this extend, Marie-Curie fellowships should be increased.
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
No comment
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
Yes. The European Commission should avoid duplication in different areas.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The evolution of many of the grand challenges means that some of them are closely linked (i.e. energy and transport; Socio-economic sciences and transport). This link between those grand challenges can lead to duplication of work and the EU Commission must be aware of this. 
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?

European-wide funding is particularly important in areas where research is too expensive to be supported by individual countries. Transport needs and infrastructure however are different for many countries because of geographic, economic and social differences. A regional cluster approach might be better suited for research areas such as transport and energy.

Technology solutions often do not fit into individual challenges. It is therefore important to allow work on the interfaces between those challenges.

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

The exchange with peers and other researchers around the world is very important in order to learn from best practice and to avoid duplication of research efforts. This can be done through Science and Technology agreements. However, it is equally important to involve international partners through good dissemination strategies.
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?
Thematic focus areas present useful starting points for discussions and only create problems when they become too descriptive or form research silos. Interdisciplinary research projects need to be addressed through those themes, leading to possible overlap between themes. Themes should however be revisited if they are not successful.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

There is great potential for both, ICT and nanotechnology. However, it seems wise to look at the challenges first and then use ICT and nanotechnology as a tool to solve those challenges.
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?

TORG believes that given the challenges ahead, the transport budget should be bigger. There is also a greater need for projects at the interface of different funding themes such as energy for transport, transport and health, and transport and the environment.
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?

no comment
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 

Funding for individual leaders should be increased. There should be a mechanism under FP8 to bring those leaders together to test their work and learn from each other.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
see above
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

no comment
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 very important. Funding should be available for short and longer-term visits to other countries and for researchers to learn new skills.
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?
No comment
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
No comment
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
No comment
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No comment
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
No comment
Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

No 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?

There should be a fair balance between large scale projects and smaller projects within FP8. However, domestic funding sources could focus on funding smaller projects while larger projects could be funded under FP8. Red tape needs to be cut particularly for the funding of smaller projects to make it worthwhile for researchers to apply for those grants.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

There needs to be a strong partnership between industry and academia. 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Large projects have too many targets and deliverables, which make them extremely process driven. It is questionable if targets and deliverables are still a good way to evaluate projects rather than evaluating proposals on the merit of the project itself. Researchers are often too busy hitting those targets instead of being truly innovative. In FP8 the application process should be simplified and the time from contract to award shortened. 
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
FP7 projects promise lots of exploitation opportunities, which are often not delivered at the end of those projects. More incentives should be put in place to disseminate and exploit research results fully.
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?

There is a high barrier to entry for organisations that are not familiar with the FP7/8 application process. The learning curve for new organisations is extremely high and interested companies often have problems getting help in navigating the process. This problem will be made worse with the demise of the Regional Development Agencies. Universities that are familiar with the application process should therefore help other organisations to join proposals. This will however only be successful if there are some benefits for the researchers as well such as improved chances for proposal acceptance if new organisations are trained in the application process.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
See above
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)? 

No comment
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

The 2-stage process has great merit. However, since the effort required for the first round of proposals will be significantly smaller, there might be too many proposals submitted to make it possible to distinguish between them. We believe that this is not practical at European level.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

This proposal has its merit. However, the long lead times between inception of the project and the delivery of results will make it difficult to implement this and will create further administrative burden.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

no comment
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?

no comment
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, by helping more organisations to get involved in applications for FP8.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

We have found the UK Research Office particularly helpful.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
The subscription to UKRO is in many instances too expensive for SMEs who are not sure if they will benefit from their subscription enough to justify this expenditure. A sponsorship scheme should be created where SMEs can join UKRO for one year through an existing member to understand the benefits to their own organisation.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

Smaller countries are often more joined up and proactive in their approach of encouraging researchers and industry to apply for FP7/8 funding. The UK should learn from those countries. 
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
From a University perspective, FP8 will play an important part in our funding and research strategy with less money being available from domestic sources. It is therefore important to create the best possible opportunities for UK based organisations to take part in FP8.
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� 





