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NORTH WEST REGIONAL ENTERPRISE PARTNERSHIP RESPONSE TO BIS CONSULTATION ON FRAMEWORK PROGRAMME 8

Question 1: What should the UK’s high-level objectives be for FP8? 
The support of world class research.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond? 
FP8 should remain a programme of at least seven years and perhaps even ten years, with a substantial mid-term review. This gives a sensible time frame for projects to be developed.  

There needs to be clear direction in FP8 in delivering Europe 2020, however also a level of flexibility to be able to adapt to changing circumstances, including economic circumstances.

There needs to be better coordination between FP8 and other funding programmes in Europe and the UK to encourage the commercialisation of research ideas.  The main themes of FP8 need to be taken up by other funding programmes, e.g. those from DG Enterprise and DG Regio.  
Consortia involving HEIs, SMEs and possibly regional cluster organisations need to be able to take commercialisation ideas on to the next stage easily and without delay.  
It would be useful to include a specific dissemination budget and follow up on funds for commercialisation. 

Overall there has to be a clear process whereby SMEs can participate in generating IPR and then commercialising it.
Question 3: How should FP8 support the wider European context including Europe 2020 and the European Research Area?

We agree with the concept of the ‘Grand Challenges’ as outlined in the Europe 2020 Innovation Union Flagship initiative: energy security, transport, climate change and resource efficiency, health and ageing, environmentally friendly production methods and land management.  For the UK context it is important that the following themes are not neglected: low carbon, advanced manufacturing, composites, plastic electronics, life sciences and digital and creative.  We also anticipate that there will be an increasing need to direct funding into energy and food security as the decade develops.
Under the health theme, investment in health and respect for public health concerns are important, e.g. addressing health inequalities and the use of health impact assessments so we would like to see a focus on health research.
Across all the Grand Challenges it is important to look at issues of behavioural change and human psychology focussed on encouraging public adaptability and adoption of new technologies and processes.  Many of the Grand Challenges will have social implications and such research is likely to be fundamental in getting changes in behaviour, especially in the fields of food, energy, climate and health.  Without this we will not be able to overcome the challenges.

There is however a danger that Grand Challenges can become too grand and therefore unmanageable, or too heavily concentrated in too few institutions. Having a cross-disciplinary approach to tackling challenges and therefore bringing together a diversity of ideas and approaches at various scales is important.  In doing this it is important to ensure that smaller research actors are not excluded from the bidding process for projects related to Grand Challenges, thus undermining the creation of the European Research Area (ERA).  One option would be to ear-mark some funding for smaller projects.  
One example here is NHS North West which has pioneered the development of the catalyst programme which promotes cross sector, cross organisation, and cross disciplinary networking to facilitate new research collaborations, promote the exchange of ideas with people working in or with an interest in the field and support the development of innovative bids for research funding. 
Greater emphasis needs to be given towards innovation projects which need pilot scale exemplification and have a likely nearer term commercialisation potential.  The balance between top down and bottom up activities needs to be explored.  The concern is that in addition to the Grand Challenges there should be good bottom up mechanisms and scope for emerging areas, so as not to eliminate completely those fields not fitting within selected Grand Challenges.

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 is satisfactory.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular? 
Over the term of the programme, which should be at least seven years, it is important to build in flexibility to keep open to emerging areas.  Although concentrating on the Grand Challenges, the programme should not completely eliminate those fields not fitting within selected Grand Challenges which could be of key importance. The programme should not concentrate on current Grand Challenges without keeping a perspective open to potential future challenges.
There needs to be clear alignment between UK and EU funding programmes to facilitate match funding for key projects.  For example alignment of energy funds between FP8 and the Technology Strategy Board (TSB).
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?
FP8 must fit efficiently with the sub-national industry and research institutions.  Greater emphasis needs to be given towards projects which have a likely future commercialisation potential.  In this context the (TSB) has an important role to play.
One of the key issues is how to maximise the involvement (and collaboration) of academia and industry in FP8.  This needs to be coordinated and the different and complementary roles of academia and industry must be recognised. 
The UK Research Councils should continue to take heed of and, where relevant, co-ordinate with the Framework Programme, although they should retain their freedom to set up their agenda independently of the European Commission.  The CoFund and ERA-NET actions are good models for co-ordinated funding and should be continued.

Research funding in support of capacity building must be targeted to attract inward investment in research and development and to support entrepreneurship, not just to support developing research per se. 

The Commission should continue the increased level of communication with Member States on Joint Programming, to include consultation and the timely provision of further information on the specific details of the Joint Programming process as it develops.  There are potential advantages in achieving a critical mass of research efforts in certain areas.  However, a longer term 10-20 year perspective on Joint Programming would be helpful, especially in ensuring optimal strategic alignment with analagous plans of the UK Research Councils.  This does not need to be binding, but will allow a strategic approach and clear underpinning principles to be articulated. 

The UK is only likely to participate in Joint Programming activities in areas where the UK Research Councils already have established funding streams, since the majority of funding for Joint Programming activities will not come from EU funding streams.  Co-ordinated or complimentary funding from Research Councils with FP8 actions could be very useful and aid smaller organisations in taking part in FP8.  This should continue to be explored and expanded, thus ensuring continued accessibility by smaller research actors, who may otherwise become excluded from the bidding process. 

While fully acknowledging the value of the Joint Programming process and its willingness to participate proactively, the UK should retain its own broad-based approach to research.  This means that there are multiple sources of funding for research, with multiple decision points about what research should be supported and where research resources should be concentrated. 

The TSB Knowledge Transfer Networks (KTNs) with their strong industry sector representation could also be used to help better co-ordinate delivery in the UK but their roles and resources would need to be strengthened to enable this to occur..
Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 

Continuity is essential, having established capability with FP7, FP8 should be dovetailed smoothly with FP7, i.e. avoid a funding void.  A stable level of funding through FP8 (increasing with inflation but otherwise steady throughout the lifecycle of FP8) is essential.

The current split is about right.  The programming period should be a minimum of seven years, however a ten year plan, with a substantial mid-term review would be preferable.  
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added value? And which the least? 
We consider that there is EU added-value across all areas of the Framework Programme.

Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?

There are a large number of EU initiatives such that it is difficult for one person to understand the full landscape of possible funding.  It is likely that there are overlaps in funding.  Simplification should include a review of the EU innovation and science funding outside of the Framework Programme, with a view to drawing more of this funding into the structure of the Framework Programme, thus reducing overlap and aid comprehension for applicants.

Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges? 
Application of funding for the Grand Challenges presents an opportunity for real progress to be made on those Grand Challenges rather than funding being dispersed across too wide an area.

However, FP8 should not lose sight of the fact that other areas of research can produce valuable innovative results that can go on to have unexpected advantages to meeting the Grand Challenges.  With this in mind FP8 should retain some actions that are more bottom up, small scale funding not restrained by meeting a specific challenge.

Question 11: Which grand challenges are best tackled on an EU-wide rather than a national level? Within these areas which particular aspects would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus? 
Most of the Grand Challenges could bring together clusters of countries/regions that have expertise in a particular field, e.g. ocean coastal nations for some marine energy projects, southern nations for photovoltaic research, etc.  These expert clusters should be acknowledged when evaluating the EU added value of bids, to acknowledge that the best and most appropriate consortia will not always have the widest geographical spread.
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges? 

The level of interaction with third countries in FP7 has been appropriate and useful.  Constructive research collaboration with countries outside of Europe should similarly be actively encouraged by FP8.  We should nonetheless avoid tokenism in FP8 requirements, which could lead to the inclusion of low value partners.

Global health challenges in the developing world should still be addressed by FP8, both in the context of the EU's committment to Millenium Development Goals, and in the context of the existing and emerging threat of new diseases migrating from the developing world to Europe due to population movement and climate change.

Encouragement should be given to working with areas such as East and South East Asia, without making this a compulsory feature of a successful application for funding.  There are Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) issues to resolve that mean this should be encouraged but left to each bidder.  
Whilst it is important that benefit stays within the EU, it is equally important to note that for Grand Challenges the future economic market exploitation, the opportunities and applications may extend beyond EU boundaries and therefore incorporating the ability to include appropriate connectivity to partners outside of Europe is important.  Wider connectivity would also enable the cross-fertilisation of ideas, methods and techniques, encourage the development of linkages across sectors and with international industries and bring with it wider academic, social and cultural advantages. 

The importance of travel and exchange fellowships cannot be over estimated in broadening the perspective of key researchers and ensuring that they have the requesite network of academic relationships to be globally competitive. Funds for encouraging links into the burgeoning universities in China & India would also be valuable.
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 shift should be to the Grand Challenges.

Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8? 
ICT remains a very important priority that  would not progress sufficiently if left to the private sector alone.  Nanotechnology remains important but there is now evidence that particular areas of application (e.g energy transfer, electronics, materials and biomedical) look more important than others.  The use of key enabling technologies in health has the potential to transform the delivery of healthcare services through improved productivity and quality.
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?
Efficient and cost effective services are vital for all developed economies.  Most promising areas for support are on how ‘digital, communication and IT’ developments could drive major changes in cost effectiveness in service delivery.  Particular emphasis should be placed on the ageing population.

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?
The curent split is about right.  However the adoption of a 10 year programming period with a substantial mid term review would allow sufficient flexibility for funds to be allocated as priorities develop.  For example, we anticipate that there will be an increasing need to direct funding into energy and food security as the decade develops.  We also maintain that behavioural change will be crucial for society to adapt to some of the Grand Challenges and therefore is it important that this element is not neglected.
Question 17: To what extent should ERC funding focus on supporting frontier research? Are there other areas in which ERC could add value? 
The European Research Council (ERC) has been successful to date and should be retained for FP8.  More funding through this model (responsive bottom up funding) should be considered.  The ERC has become a beacon for excellence across Europe and in sustaining this it will be important to maintain a clear separation between national and ERC funding. There is however the opportunity around the development of opportunities to foster synergies between funding streams.
Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8? 
The existing actions offered by the ERC are useful and appropriately focused around a single investigator.  However an additional ERC action should be considered that recognises excellence in a single unit, department or institution working to a common research goal, which is not limited to individual applicants but is still grounded in excellence.
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests? 

Additional funding at the mid-term of ongoing ERC projects could be specifically targeted at those projects that are showing commercial potential. However, the ERC's role as a funding stream with scientific excellence as its key remit should remain in FP8.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this?
The current Marie Curie funds work well and encourage mobility of the best researchers to the centres of excellence.  From a UK point of view this is very helpful as the UK is often the chosen destination of Marie Curie researchers.
We would suggest that a small percentage of the budget could be allocated for PhD studentships.
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 funding that goes into capacity building should be restricted, with priority given to research projects.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus? 
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
COST is a useful programme but the administration is excessive, cumbersome and out of date.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs? 
We would have some concerns at the preferential allocation of Framework Programme funding to Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KIC) ahead of other Framework Programme consortia.  
Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required? 

There is a good deal of confusion and lack of awareness in the academic community around the 'satellite' programmes of FP7.  To aid simplification it would be helpful to draw these more tightly into the core Framework Programme and to reduce the number of satellite schemes.

Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8? 
The current set up of the Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) is appropriate and has a useful place in the innovation chain.  However, the RSFF should not be expanded to the point that it is used as a replacement for research grants.  Research funding based on a loan system will be unsustainable for academic institutions.  RSFF should retain its current role without significant expansion.
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? 
It is important to keep open to emerging areas, so as not to eliminate those fields not fitting within selected Grand Challenges which could be of key importance.  There must be sufficient flexibility built into the programme.

Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?
This decision should be based on the evaluation of their success in FP7. However we would caution against discarding them before they have reached maturity.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8? 
There is a need to revisit the overly heavy bureaucracy in EC project monitoring, both at the technical and financial levels.  Feedback from practitioners still indicates that it is off-putting for companies (and universities) and needs to be reduced if more companies, especially SMEs are to be encouraged to join in collaborations and/or apply for FP8 funding.

We would like to see a more consultative process in the design of Work Programmes, with Programme Committees being consulted at an earlier stage in the drafting process and being given more time to respond.  Earlier and more effective release of draft work programmes to enable project development would help: we currently rely on informal channels.  This would allow Programme Committee members to more effectively consult the wider community.  The way in which calls are put together needs to be more inclusive.  It would be useful to include a specific dissemination budget.

Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
It would be very useful to have follow on funding for projects approaching the end of their funding period.  This would encourage dissemination and comercialisation. 
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 should avoid being prescriptive here.  Each country has its own split of researchers between particular types of organisation, especially between universities and research organisations.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?

SMEs should be encouraged to present specific problems to academics in order to find solutions through new research.  This should also encourage SMEs to work with universities across borders.  There may be potential in bringing together universities and SMEs (akin to what happens in KTNs) so that they can apply to join European consortia.  The funded researcher would work at or for the company but would be supervised by the university.

The financial model offered to industrial partners should be reconsidered.  The co-financing rate should be increased. Other aspects of participation that SMEs find off-putting are the structure of the model contract and IPR issues: both of these issues should be reconsidered to encourage SME industrial participation in FP8.

There needs to be some scope for giving preference to businesses that have not previously been succesfull in winning Framework Programme grants.  
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 needs to be a greater effort to streamline online application, contract negotiation and reporting into one user friendly system.. Lighter touch monitoring and governance system for smaller grants, e.g. < €500k, and acceptance of audit systems used by organisations.

Indicators must be both practical and fit for purpose, noting that many of the important outcomes may not be realised for some years after the research is completed.  Impact indicators should not be confined to direct economic indicators.  Recognition needs to be given to excellent research that delivers demonstrable benefits that are not just quantifiable in economic terms.

The bureaucracy and detailed supervision of projects remains excessive; this imposes an unnecessary burden on grant holders 

Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board 21? 
Yes this would be positive development.  A simple first stage process, similar to an "expression of interest " would help.  This would also provide an opportunity for similar projects to be combined at this stage to enable more EU-added value and value-for-money.
Question 35: Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance? 
Yes.  We would encourage a better balance here, with both milestones and deliverables having a role.
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8?

No major problems identified.  However there are some reports of SMEs finding IPR issues off putting to participation in FP7.

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?
FP8 funding needs to meet the full economic costs (FEC) of research activity which is essential to underpin high quality research and ensure research excellence.  
A key challenge for FP8 is the extent to which funding mechanisms support and reinforce the move in European universities towards identifying their full costs and achieving greater financial sustainability.  There is no scope to reduce the overhead allowance without seriously reducing the number of applicants. Reduction of the 'special transitional flat rate' for indirect costs to below 60% would make continued FP involvement financially unsustainable for many institutions and should be strongly discouraged.
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? 
Relief from VAT would help as this cannot be reclaimed through the Framework Programme.
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 
There are major issues here.  The UK is very fragmented in this respect.  The support in Germany and Spain is much more co-ordinated.  The position in England will get significantly worse with the closure of the RDAs; much signposting and facilitating will be lost.  For example in the North West  we ran a regional support programme called “Frameworks North West” that assisted organisations in applying for Framework Programme funds; this work is now terminated.  
The KTNs could help with this, but they are not funded to do so.  It is often more useful to have the support at a regional level where the support services recognises the regional context and can be available to provide direct assistance.

The Framework Programme Network is useful and should be continued. However attention should be paid by UK Government to ensure adequate sub-national representation in the absence of the RDAs.
In addition the NWDA has financed a small office for the region in Brussels, which has built direct contacts with the European Commission, targetted networks such as the European Regions Research and Innovation Network (ERRIN) and has enabled key stakeholders in the region to access early versions of work programmes in order to prepare projects in advance.  This service is also at risk and will be detrimental to our participation in the North West.  There is little doubt that the closure of the NWDA Brussels offices will result in a real gap in comunications that will cost the UK a substantial amount in lost Framework Programme grants (and other EU funding opportunities).  This picture is being repeated across all of the RDAs.  There is a real need for England to address this gap, the loss of which could be many £millions per annum.  (Note: the devolved administrations continue to have funding for these activities).

Another example of an effective support programme was established by NHS North West and the North West Health Brussels Office who held an event in September 2010 for academics, SMEs and clinicians to identify their support needs and will be taking forward the following programme of work:

· To develop and launch the EU Portal in April 2011 to build collaborations, summarise information on funding calls and provide simple guides to support bid development and make EU information more accessible; 
· To identify EU ambassadors who have experience of successfully attracting EU funding and who are willing to share their skills and support others;

· To produce branding materials to showcase the North West’s health research strengths;

· To develop inter-regional agreements to support the development of collaborations across the EU;

· To promote research collaborations in the following areas: cancer, e-health, genetics and developmental medicine, primary health care, mental health, public health and health inequalities.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs – to apply? 
We need to consider ways to encourage companies to participate in the Framework Programme for the first time: for example by considering a ring fenced fund for ‘first timers’.
The role of cluster organisations can also be developed in this respect.  They provide an important link between different types of organisation in key sectors and have strong connection with SMEs.  Ensuring that cluster organisations can play a key role in FP8 will enable more SMEs to come on board.  The possibility of recognised cluster organisations in key sectors being able to apply for matched funds to deliver specific support services in this respect, would be a valuable development.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation? 
The support in Germany and Spain is much more co-ordinated.  The position in England will get significantly worse with the closure of the RDAs; much signposting and facilitating will be lost, e.g. we funded a support programme called “Frameworks North West” which assisted organisations in applying for FP7 funds; this work is now terminated.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
Whilst the ability to evaluate and include indicators within bid criteria is increasingly important, those indicators have to be both practical and fit for purpose.  This is a very complex area; many of the really important outcomes may not be realised for some years after the research is completed.  
Impact indicators should not be confined to direct economic indicators.  Recognition needs to be given to excellent research that delivers demonstrable benefits that are not quantifiable in economic terms only, as much research that is of value to society does not have an immediate monetary value.  The range of indicators could usefully include the potential for research projects to have a future impact on sustainable economic growth.

Positive impacts to society at large and positive impacts to science (e.g. pure academic research resulting in new avenues of research) should be recognised.  Any impact indicators for FP8 therefore need to reflect this full range. 

Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultaion process as a whole
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