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

• To maintain and enhance UK and European economic impact through research and innovation to meet the challenges of the future, by driving competitive advantage, evidence-based policy and effective public services.  

    o UK and European leadership in the race to the green economy will depend on strategic investment in environmental research and innovation to radically improve society’s ability to exploit natural resources and ecosystem services optimally, to increase economic resilience to extreme weather and climate and natural hazards, and to consider whole-system environmental impacts of eco-technologies to leverage benefits and avoid unintended negative consequences. Key growth sectors requiring public investment in research and innovation include:  Ecosystem management services, Climate services and Environmental monitoring.  The research areas they require as a priority include: Energy and natural resources from marine ecosystems; Environmental management for food and agriculture; water security; natural resource management; environmental hazard risk management and evaluation, (See responses to Q2 and Q5 for more information). 

    o Investment of a proportion of the FP8 funding in a grand challenge approach should be welcomed where it focuses on areas where a European collaboration can add real value to the existing strategic investment of member states on grand challenges. However, the FP will need to commit significant resources to support a European approach, if it is to make a real impact beyond member states’ investments. (See responses to Q10 and Q11 for more information). 

• To leverage UK investment in world-leading research and innovation through by promoting European and third country cooperation to deliver what the UK and Europe cannot deliver alone, and by attracting competitively won European research funding and most talented researchers to the UK from Europe and beyond.

    o Support for world class infrastructure should be a priority for FP8.   Major infrastructure that is essential for delivering on the grand challenges will require centralised trans-national funding.   The ambition identified in Innovation Union to accelerate implementation of the ESFRI roadmap priorities should be welcomed.  However, the EC should contribute directly to the capital costs of implementation.  Increased EC investment in infrastructure during FP8 will be especially important in light of the reduced capital budgets of many member states and of the fact that funding for infrastructure was reduced in the negotiations for FP7. 

o    For environmental sciences, urgent priorities for infrastructure include a strategic approach to deploying sensors across Europe (and beyond, in collaboration with third country partners) in order to monitor changes to the environment and address the data gaps behind critical uncertainties in models.  In this context, there is an urgent need to enhance support for and accelerate development of the EU Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) system.  Infrastructure (and programmatic support) for major field campaigns to ecosystems that are critical for understanding changes in the Earth System (e.g. Antarctic, Arctic, Southern Ocean) will also be critical. 

o    NERC’s co-leadership (with the US NSF), of the Belmont Forum of environmental research funding agencies, of which the EC is a member, positions to UK to play a leadership role in transnational approaches to address environmental grand challenges, ensuring strong alignment with UK priorities

•To ensure that improved strategic coordination and coherence in Europe respects and adds value to UK competence and partnerships, within and outside Europe. 

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


• By delivering knowledge and skills that provide Europe and UK with:  competitive advantage, evidence-based policy leadership, and effective and resilient public services. 

• By strategically targeting investment in areas with the strongest potential for economic growth and societal well-being, and for which UK and Europe are well-positioned to lead. 

• Investment in environmental research and innovation is central to this agenda, because it is key to sustaining essential natural resources and services  (food, water, energy, minerals, and stable climate), increasing the economy’s resilience to environmental change and natural hazards, and managing whole-system  environmental impacts of eco-innovation to maximise benefits and avoid unintended negative consequences.   Responding to these challenges offers major opportunities for economic growth by creating and growing new markets in the race to a green economy.  Their scale and complexity requires an international approach, in which the leading position of UK environmental sciences (G8 Citation indices) positions the UK strongly.  Essential contributions from environmental science include: 

o    Competitive advantage:  finding new ways to exploit environmental resources and services in an optimal and sustainable way and creating new markets and businesses from this; providing insight and foresight about environmental change that enable businesses to identify  and plan for risks and opportunities. 

o
Policy leadership:  providing the scientific evidence base for policy and regulatory frameworks that can enable the sustainable economic growth that is vital for success in the green economy.  UK environmental research plays a major role in informing European and global policy (e.g. EU Water Framework Directive;   IPCC; EU Marine and Maritime Strategy)

o
Transforming public services: enabling a resilient society by providing foresight and innovations to protect vulnerable people, places and infrastructure, thereby providing a secure supply of food, energy and water. 

• Priority areas for European investment in environmental science to deliver economic growth, and leverage UK investment and leadership include:  

o
Energy and natural resources from marine ecosystems (e.g.  wind and tidal energy, fisheries, bioenergy, minerals) – E.g. research on wind and tidal systems to optimise generation capacity whilst addressing whole-system environmental impacts and benefits to avoid unintended negative consequences and develop opportunities for co-benefits.  Sustaining marine ecosystem benefits (e.g. fisheries, carbon sequestration) in response to environmental change.  

o
Environmental management for food and agriculture -  research to enable exploitation of wider ecosystem services (e.g. nutrient cycling, pest control, water retention, carbon sequestration) to reduce the financial, health and environmental costs of artificial inputs (e.g. pesticides, fertilisers, irrigation) increasing the whole cost-efficiency of the agri-food sector and its resilience to environmental change. 

o
Water security -  research to improve predictions of changes to water supply from environmental change  (droughts, flood, catchment properties) to support planning for future security . Also research to enhance exploitation of catchment ecosystem services for water storage and purification to help the water industry address financial and policy pressures to reduce carbon emissions while maintaining quality and quantity of supply. 

o
Resource management – research to extend the resource base by reducing resource depletion (e.g. of biodiversity and nutrients), sustainably extract  previously difficult resource supplies (e.g. minerals; algal bioenergy), and understand and manage whole system environmental trade-offs of new resources and treatments.  

o
Financial services risk management and valuation –  data and modelling to enable weather, climate and natural hazard forecasts, and audits of stocks and fluxes of tradeable natural commodities (e.g. carbon, water)  to inform planning and investment decisions 

•  Services that translate this research into practical tools for users are a significant and growing economic sector.  In many instances the research that underpins these services is still in early development, and requires a pulse of funding to accelerate it:  

o
Ecosystem management services: enabling to users to derive the optimum benefits from ecosystem services (e.g. pollinators, water purification and storage, carbon sequestration), reducing the need for costly, and often fossil-fuel derived, artificial inputs.  Integrated research to understand ecosystem service potential and trends, and enable economic valuation of  ecosystem services is a priority. 

o
Climate services: providing information about future climate or environment which policy/business will use to adapt to climate change. Research to develop models at scales (regional and decadal) and increase accuracy of predictions of extreme events and tipping points is a priority.

o
Environmental monitoring: Specific opportunities exist in three areas:Remote sensing, a sector which is growing rapidly, with an ever-broadening range of applications in science, defence, security, utilities, agriculture, meteorology, transport and financial services; Data transformation. New environmental services can be generated through the combination and assimilation of data generated; and Instrumentation. The UK instrumentation sector is £7.5bn and underpins most of the manufacturing economy. 


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

• The FP budget should not be used to build up the research capacity of specific regions or countries and peer review should be built on excellence.  Capacity building within the Framework programme should concentrate on providing researchers with access to the best facilities and skills, including enabling researchers to work across interdisciplinary interfaces. 

• Geographically focused initiatives should only be funded if they add value to the whole of the EU and support EU-wide excellence

• The subsidiarity principle should be respected and the commission should be encouraged to examine national research funding, respecting and building on member states competencies, when developing the next FP. 

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

• See inputs to Q2, above.   Key issues include: 

o
Environmental science is central to providing new knowledge and skills that enable business and regulation to optimally exploit environmental goods and services and adapt to, and even seize opportunities from, changes in the environment.  They ensure that UK leadership in the race to the green economy is based  low carbon innovation that is truly sustainable (by considering whole system environmental impacts), on innovation to exploit ecosystem services optimally, and by increasing economic resilience to extreme weather and climate and other natural hazards.   

o
UK leadership in environmental science  (evidenced by science citation index for G8) ensures that the UK  economy benefits strongly from  FP8 investment in environmental research and innovation.  The UK environmental research community acts as a magnet for leveraging European funding (Preliminary evidence indicates that in 2009 call, UK overtook Germany in securing highest proportion of funding from FP7 ENV Theme).  

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

• It should stimulate an integrated research and innovation framework by ensuring that the excellent research is embedded as a foundation for pathways to impact.   Research and innovation are intrinsically linked and relevant programmes should be designed with this in mind.   A strong research base, interconnected with science users, is essential for innovation. 

• Private sector R&D builds on, rather than supplements, public sector R&D.  Therefore, a strong foundation of publicly supported R&D is essential. It should stimulate commercial/academic collaboration through specific mechanisms and schemes, and through focusing on sectors with near-term growth potential and emerging new markets, especially the green economy.  

• The proportion of FP8’s investment of public funds in schemes that support public-private partnerships should be informed by the overall objectives of the Framework programme and by a full understanding of the leverage potential from the private sector that this can offer.   Problems that some recent major public-private instruments (e.g. EIT KICs) have experienced in attracting private funding must be avoided.  

• Potential mechanisms to increase SME participation in FP8 should be explored carefully, to ensure that any rebalancing does not reduce the overall competitiveness of the UK to win funding from the EU, especially in the near term, during the current economic crisis.  UK strengths in the Framework programme have traditionally been concentrated in the academic sector.  

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
• Budget allocations should be aligned to grand challenges and the actual cost of doing research.  These will require support for a spectrum of collaborative projects ( from large and long-term to smaller and shorter-term (more agile)),  major infrastructure, building of interdisciplinary skills and international collaboration. 

• Support for Capacities (e.g. major infrastructure and international cooperation) will be particularly important for  delivering on Grand Challenges and also on cutting edge science within Thematic areas.  European access to world class infrastructure requires a centralised approach. In this respect the ambition described in Innovation Union to accelerate implementation of the ESFRI roadmap should be welcomed in principle.  However, several member states are introducing significant cuts to capital budgets as part of austerity measures, and major centralised European funding for capital through the Framework Programme will be necessary to realise this ambition . European investment to avoid erosion of European access to major infrastructure in light of member states’ reduced capital budgets is especially important in light of the fact that funding for infrastructure was reduced in the negotiations for FP7. 

• For environmental sciences, urgent priorities for infrastructure include:

o
A strategic approach to deploying sensors across Europe (and beyond, in collaboration with third country partners) in order to monitor changes to the environment and address the data gaps behind critical uncertainties in models.  In this context, there is an urgent need to enhance support for and accelerate development of the EU Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) system. 

o
Infrastructure (and programmatic support) for major field campaigns to ecosystems that are critical for understanding changes in the Earth System (e.g. Antarctic, Arctic, Southern Ocean) will also be critical.

• EC should take care that investments associated with JPIs do not distort funding profile between thematic priorities.  

Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
• No NERC response 
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
• Actions (with a small amount of supplementary funding) could be considered, in order to pull through innovation from the Ideas (ERC) and People (Marie Curie) programmes, which do not have an applied objective.  (See also Q17). 



Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
• The impacts of, and responses required to, grand challenges require a trans-national approach and therefore the Framework Programme is a highly appropriate tool.  European collaboration provides the opportunity to undertake research of the scale and ambition that no member state can undertake alone and that can draw in talent and collaboration from other major research players such as the US and emerging economies. 

• Investing in grand challenges will enhance Europe’s ability to lead key economic growth sectors, since the innovation supported will create and grow new markets. 

• The RCUK Challenge programmes (e.g. LWEC, Energy, Food Security, Global Uncertainties) position the UK  to play a leadership role in an FP8 Grand Challenge approach. In addition, NERC’s co-leadership (with the US NSF) of the Belmont Forum of environmental research funding agencies, of which the EC is a member, positions to UK to play a leadership role in transnational approaches to address environmental grand challenges, ensuring strong alignment with UK priorities. 

• Framework Programme investment in grand challenges should be welcomed where it focuses on areas where a European collaboration can add real value to the existing strategic investment of member states’ on grand challenges.  It will be essential that the Framework Programme allocates sufficient resources to the member states investments to realise this European added value

• Addressing grand challenges will require major and extended funding over long periods of time, and the approach to strategic governance, in partnership with member states must be clear and agreed by all partners.  E.g. Who will agree which grand challenges are addressed and how?  How do you put sensible milestones to assess progress and effectiveness of such long-term programmes? 

• Member states are already investing and collaborating on grand challenge research, and delivering genuine added value will depend on the FP recognising the competencies and bulk of research funding held by member states and seeking to build on, rather than duplicate, this.  Effective partnership and engagement with member states will be vital.   

• In addressing Grand Challenges, the Commission should take care not to apply a ‘one size fits’ all approach, and recognise the importance of deploying a variety of instruments.   Large and long-term projects will need to be complemented by smaller focused projects, for example to address specific bottlenecks, enable agile interventions,  and build capacity for new approaches.   The Commission must also avoid locking calls into grand challenge ‘silos’.  A broad base of skills and disciplines will be required to address grand challenges. 

• A European research focus on ‘grand challenges’ must also not be misinterpreted as studying European systems alone.   European leadership of research and innovation on grand challenges will require work beyond Europe’s shores, often in partnership with third countries.  For example, addressing critical uncertainties in carbon budgets, climate change and its impacts on sea level rise, food and water security, will require major research campaigns to address uncertainties in the Arctic, Antarctic and  Southern Ocean. 

• It is imperative that a focus on grand challenges does not lead to neglect of sustaining a healthy research base or engagement in new emerging areas,  both of which are vital components of sustainable economic growth. 

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?

• Challenges that cross borders, require a response beyond the scope of a single country, and for which the EU has the capability to play a world-leading role rare best tackled at an EU-wide level.

• ‘ Environment (including climate change)’ is a high priority because many of the other grand challenges depend on a stable and sustainable environment (e.g. Food, Health,  Sustainable Energy, Security).  There is evidence that the challenges are now stronger and more urgent than they were for FP7 and that we are occupying a limited window in time in which we must act before dangerous environmental change becomes unavoidable.  The same cannot be said for all the other grand challenges listed. 

• ICT should not be considered as a separate grand challenge, but underpinning to all, since ICT research must be sector specific in order to ensure pull-through.  

• Within ‘Environment (including climate change)’ particular aspects which would benefit from an interdisciplinary focus include: 

o
Developing regional and decadal scale models of climate and its impacts that can provide detail and accuracy for businesses and governments to make planning decisions, with a particular focus on predicting the more extreme water cycle (droughts and floods). 

o
Harnessing the benefits of Biodiversity:  Understanding how to manage biodiversity to sustainably exploit its services  (e.g. for water purification, soil fertility,  pest control, flood control, carbon sequestration).  

o
Building resilience to natural hazards: Mitigating impacts from increased floods and droughts over the coming decades will require integrating information from weather and climate impact models, and catchment research on water storage potential of natural systems.  Building resilience in earthquake-prone and volcanic regions will require improved forecasting of multiple natural hazards, which are increasing in frequency and severity.

o
Understanding, predicting and avoiding ‘tipping points’ in the Earth System:  Priorities include: Rapid change in the Arctic which will have potential large impacts on UK and European climate and economy;  Understanding accelerating Ice Sheet loss and predicting impacts for sea level rise and vulnerable coastal societies;  Understanding ocean acidification and consequences for the carbon sink and marine bioresources; Understanding periods of rapid change in past climates through deeper (older) ice-core sampling and analysis. 

o
Understanding whole system impacts of new technologies, including renewable energy systems, to optimise associated environmental benefits and avoid unintended negative consequences.

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

• Mechanisms for funding international collaboration in FP7 must be built on and improved.  Beaurocracy and complexity is a barrier and the simplification agenda should support this. 

• Priorities for engagement should be driven by science (e.g. best-with-best partnerships with leading research nations, and capacity building in regions of greatest significance for grand challenges such as environmental change) rather than geo-political drivers. 

• Member state relationships and competencies should be respected.   

• Partnerhips with third countries will be important for research campaigns of the necessary scale to address challenges in ecosystems beyond Europe’s borders that are critical for addressing environmental change (e.g. Arctic, Antarctic, Southern Ocean and tropical forests). 



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?
• Yes. 

• The inevitably limited number of grand challenges (and research priorities within them) that can be prioritised by the FP will not encompass the full breadth of strategic research that needs to be delivered to support European economic and policy objectives.   

• Important issues may fall outside scope of a grand challenge approach if they are not considered central to any given challenge, but are significant because that they cut across several challenges.  (For example, space weather and its impacts on telecommunication and transport cuts across many of the grand challenges listed (environment, space, transport, telecommunications) but might not be prioritised within any). 

• The urgency of addressing environmental change during the FP8 will require the environment theme to be revisited.   Especially since budget reductions to the ENV Theme during FP7 negotiations limited its scope in recent years. The thematic approach enables development of vital capabilities to meet grand challenges, by acting as a test-bed for nurturing new and emerging areas.  Test-beds to build capability to work across natural, social and economic disciplines are a priority for addressing environmental change.  Foundations on which these communities can collaborate need to be built (e.g.  Framing of research challenges in ways that facilitate engagement of both communities, coupling of monitoring systems, interoperability of datasets). 

• Thematic areas should be open to cross-theme working to promote interdisciplinary capability and lateral transfer of novel approaches.  

Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

• They should be an underpinning research embedded in other themes and grand challenges.  Pull through from this research into grand challenges is sector-specific.  Industrial R&D in these area as stand-alone areas for innovation,  is sufficiently mature that it does not require specific public support. 



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.  UK and other European countries such as Germany, France and Switzerland are global centres for financial services and the reinsurance sector.  These sectors are growing users of environmental research and innovation.   Member states are already investing in world-leading research to develop climate services (i.e. knowledge and tools to provide authoritative predictions of climate change and impacts for policy, planning and practice) and in knowledge and tools for valuing  and trading ecosystem goods and services.  The knowledge and scientific capability to deliver theses services is still in its early stages and is a major international research challenge. FP8 funding offers opportunities to build on member states’ strengths in these areas to develop a coherent European  approach and a global policy and commercial competitive advantage.  (See also Q2 for FP8 priorities for environmental service sector).
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?

• Allocations for collaborative research should reflect the relative benefits from the research and the different costs of doing research.  Environmental science is a priority in terms of impact and because it is relatively expensive (e.g. requiring infrastructure, global reach, and long-term projects). 

• The allocation to the Environment Theme was reduced during FP7 negotiations and was only approximately 5% of the total budget.  This allocation is disproportionately small given the scale of the environmental grand challenge, or the European economic impact to be realised through environmental research. The under-investment during FP7 should be corrected during FP8 to avoid a long-term UK and European disadvantage. 

• Some of the themes should be considered as underpinning (e.g. ICT) and integrated into other themes, as their pull-through is sector specific. 

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 ERC research should be maintained at current levels.  It offers excellent inward investment for the UK, and excellent opportunities for researcher mobility for all member states. 

• Although a focus on frontier research should remain, ERC should consider some supplementary funding to enable innovation pull through from awards could be considered. 

• If new schemes beyond single investigator awards are introduced, the budget should be increased .

Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
• Although a focus on single investigator funding should remain, the ERC could consider some expansion to support consortia (with excellence as the criteria rather than requiring international consortia)
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

• Given the focus on research excellence, rather than application, (which must be maintained) the scope for industry to co-fund may be limited.  However, it may be appropriate for the private sector to co-fund areas such as supplementary support for innovation pull through, as described under Q17. 
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

• Geographical mobility in itself does not drive excellence or impact.  The mobility must be for the purpose of building experience or facilitating trans-European or collaborative research.

• Mobility across disciplines (rather than across geographical boundaries per se), will be increasingly important to address grand challenges, and the next FP8 may wish to place more emphasis on promoting capacity for interdisciplinary mobility. Especially if there is to be a focus on interdisciplinary grand challenges. 

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?
• See Q7 regarding the need for greater infrastructure support in FP8. 

• Regional support should not be part of the Framework programme which should be driven by excellence and impact.  Member states should be encouraged to optimise the use of EU structural funds in building their research base where appropriate. 

Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
• No NERC comment 
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
• No NERC Comment
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

• The Framework programme should support a coherent approach to the knowledge triangle.  The importance of research excellence must be embedded in pathways to impact. 

• KICs have not been successful in engaging industrial and business partnerships (even in countries such where industrial engagement in the FP is higher than in the UK)  and realistic assessments of the potential for engagement of and leverage of public funds by industry should be obtained as part of FP planning.  

Question 25: Which instruments (e.g. JTIs, article 185 initiatives) should be retained for FP8? Are any new instruments required?
• The overall number of instruments should not be increased (and possibly reduced) under FP8 as part of the simplification agenda.  Less successful instruments to be considered for removal should include Networks of Excellence. 



Question 26: Please comment on the Risk Sharing Finance Facility. Should a scheme of this kind be included within FP8?

• No NERC response
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?

• No NERC response
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

• There has been a tendency for EC strategies (e.g. Innovation Union) to focus on ‘industry’ when considering public-private partnerships.  Research-based innovation to drive the service sector  (e.g. Financial Services including insurance, Environmental Consultancy,  Environmental Service based approaches to utilities and agri-food sectors) is a significant growth sector for UK and European economies,  for which there is increasing interest from private sector.  Research to improve predictive capability of models of environmental change and to understand, value, manage and trade ecosystem services is of particular importance here.  (See also Q15). 
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
• No NERC response 
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 is a need to cultivate specialist knowledge intermediaries - who can pick up research outputs and communicate them in a form, and into places where policymakers and industry are likely to use this knowledge. Many researchers do not have the skills to undertake this and many policymakers / industry can not understand either the implications of particular research, it reliability, or how to access relevant new  knowledge.
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?

• The UK academic sector performs comparatively well in FP, and therefore consequences for inward investment to the UK of a rebalancing towards business, especially in the short term during the economic crisis, would need to be carefully considered. 
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
• No NERC Response
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 NERC response 
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

• No NERC response
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?


• No NERC response

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

• No, unless there is very strong evidence that they are not working.
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?

• Encourage move close to fEC model, encouraging greater participation and making FP8 more attractive to applicants and their organisations. 
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? 

   • No NERC response   
Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

• No NERC response 
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
• No NERC response 
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

• Look at Austrian and French models.  Appear to provide more support and (for France) unequivocal match funding for participation.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
• The FP must NOT be seen in isolation to the UK wider interests in  international research collaboration outside the EU. The opening of the FP now makes it a useful mechanism for international research collaboration. 
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� 





