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Please return completed forms to:

Amy Ackroyd
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Please indicate your affiliation:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Government Department or Agency

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Councils and the UK Research Office



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Research Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public and Private Research Bodies



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Devolved Administration



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Regionally-based special interest group

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Funding Council

University representative organisation



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	National Academy

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Professional Institute



	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Trade Association

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Major Research Charities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Universities

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Industry 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	SMEs

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from a university

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Individual researcher from industry

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Other (please describe): 


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

To maximise success for UK organisations in obtaining EU research & development funding and influence the structure of programmes and priority of themes to help create solutions to European and UK societal challenges.
Question 2: How can FP8 help deliver economic growth throughout the life of the programme and beyond?


Investment in R&D is vital to maintaining European living standards and economic success in the face of increasing competition from other areas of the world.  Europe will struggle to compete in mass manufacturing in relation to lower labour cost economies.  Economic success is more likely to result from creating innovative cutting edge goods and services that can be delivered from investment in intellectual capital.

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

In order to help meet the Europe 2020 five objectives on employment, innovation, education, social inclusion and climate/energy FP8 can focus its collaborative funding in these areas. FP8 should continue to fund programmes such as Marie Curie which facilitate mobility of researchers and collaborative research and help build towards a stronger ERA. PF8 needs to find better ways of engaging SME's with research organisations in order to deliver economic growth.  Currently the UK view is that FP does not shape national research priorities and if Europe 2020 is to be realised this will need to change. 
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 benefits are identified appropriately.
Question 5: How can FP8 make a positive contribution to the UK economy – and the low-carbon economy in particular?

FP8 can positively encourage industrial collaboration with research organisations to the benefit of the UK economy through creating innovative solutions to society issues as well as creating ground breaking products and services.  Other countries within Europe are more advanced in low-carbon living planning and solutions.  UK FP8 involvement will enable UK organisations to tap into the existing low carbon experiences in other european countries.  
Question 6: How can FP8 support innovation in the UK?

FP8 has the potential to support Innovation in the UK by:

1.
Providing a clear focus on the promotion of innovation activities and their attendant benefits to participating companies and support organisations

2.
Confirming and promoting the positive outcomes of successful collaborations by SMEs and knowledge sources.  This will encourage SMEs to consider this as a potential answer to their business issues and also encourage knowledge sources and their staff  to engage with SMEs

3.
Encouraging and rewarding those efforts which utilise high quality knowledge sources, thereby opening up channels of communication which will continue to be utilised beyond their first project by a number of satisfied users.

Question 7: What are your views on the split of the FP7 budget between these specific programmes? Should this change in FP8? 
The balance of funding is about right but there appears to be competing agendas within the EC, with for instance Ideas & Cooperation having different emphasis on influencing policy.  A more unified approach would allow participants to be clearer about the requirements. 
Question 8: Which areas of Framework Programme funding provide the most EU added-value (see paragraph 6)? And which the least?
Ideas and People have demonstrated added-value more clearly.  While collaborative projects within Cooperation have perhaps the potential to add the most value in addressing cross disciplinary and european wide benefits our experience is these are more likely to result in less coherent outcomes.  Of concern is that initiatives such as EU Innovation strategy can be relevant to all aspects of FP8 but it is not always clear how such initiatives are dealt with across the different areas.  Capacities has the least added value in our experience.
Question 9: Can efficiencies be found in the Framework Programme because of overlaps between different areas of funding?
It is not clear what research capacity "Capacities" really supports and perhaps these schemes could be incorporated into the other programmes such as People.  Regarding cross cutting initiatives (i.e. innovation in answer to question 8) there is a risk of overlap and inefficient use of resources.  Having a more clear action plan across all programmes could produce efficiencies.
Question 10: What are the arguments for and against FP8 moving towards funding research and development which addresses grand challenges?
The advantage of focusing funding on 'grand challenges' is that it enables the bringing together of academics from different disciplines with the potential for producing real progress on major societal problems.  Potential risks are that the projects get mired in differences of approach from the various discipline perspectives.  In addition the complexity of managing such large consortiums means there are significant risks that the objectives and outcomes will not be met.  Our SSH colleagues wish to point out that SSH perspectives can be applied to most if not all themes within FP (e.g. security and climate) and this should be reflected in the calls.  Prescriptive EC 'grand challenges' does also limit the ability of the individual researcher or research group to propose important areas for exploration.   
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?

The identified 'Grand challenges' are of importance to all nations  and will need to be addressed both nationally and at a european level.  The challenges where is it likely that EU collabortion can have a significant impact are energy, water & food supplies, banking finances & security.  All challenges in our view will beneft from interdisciplinary focus.  It is worth mentioning that in some disciplines such as Economics there are so many different theoretical frameworks and sub-areas that sometimes the interdisciplinarity is effectively within a discipline and this should be considered. 
Question 12: How should FP8 engage with countries outside the EU or associated to the Framework Programme in addressing global challenges?

It is fundamental that all challenges include participation from those emerging countries, like China, India & Brazil that are playing an increasingly important role on the world stage in areas of research, and offering distinct national policies.  Academics from these countries should continue to be paid by the EC to take part in projects.  It is also fundamental that the EC Challenge projects link up closely to those centres/groups/institutes in the USA, and the richer non EC countries (Australia) that are doing similar research. Although no payments should be made, the Challenge projects should be required to show how links will be made to avoid repetition, overlap and incoherence between EC funded projects and those in these other countries.   
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, this is useful and the inter-relationships of themes should be considered.  It is worth re-viewing the themes from FP7 to make sure they are still relevant and taking-stock of what has already been achieved so resources can be focused on areas of research that have not fully achieved their potential.
Question 14: What should be the role of key enabling technologies e.g. ICT and nanotechnology in FP8?

A basic question needs to be asked of all research in FP8 ‘Is there a role for enabling technologies in this study?’  How have we accommodated this perspective? This may be the only way to make sure that academics for whom this path is unusual address these issues.
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?

Services can be addressed within the existing themes and programmes.
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? 

We think it should be frontier research that is supported, but this should not be divorced from policy discussions as is the current case. There is no such thing as policy irrelevant frontier research but the current feeling is that to get an FP7 funded collaborative grant, policy must be in every line, whereas for the ERC funded Ideas programme, policy takes the back seat. This makes no sense as policy is always an outcome of theory hence the frontier research must by definition think about the policy implications.


Question 18: Should ERC’s current emphasis on funding a single investigator continue into FP8?  
Yes, but there are great variations on interpreting what a ‘single investigator‘ means and what she or he does. Some investigators take the view that they should be establishing research networks and teams based upon their own research and building a portfolio of training programmes for early career researchers and doctoral research students. By contrast, others take the view that ERC gives them the ‘freedom’ to conduct research as single investigators on their own. ERC has to monitor closely these variable interpretations and indicate its preference by providing guidelines on how each investigator structures project management. We prefer the collaborative model of investigation and training rather than single investigators interpreted as ‘singular’. 
Question 19: Are there any options that could better link ERC activities with private sector interests?

ERC could make it a requirement to provide a dissemination plan which involves the private sector.
Question 20: What priority should researcher mobility and skills development have in FP8? What is the best way to address this? 

It has top priority. The best way to address it is to provide impartial guidance and advise for both applicants and successful candidates by national research contact offices. 
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?
Science in Society and Research for SME's are of the most value in our institutional experience.
Question 22: What should the relative priority be for the Joint Research Centre under FP8? On which activities should it focus?
Climate Change & Energy.
Question 23: Please comment on the COST framework and its links with the Framework Programme
This additional programme causes confusion among applicants as to how it fits in with FP and it would be better incorporated into FP8.
Question 24: Should FP8 directly support activities aimed at integrating the three sides of the knowledge triangle e.g. KICs?

No, these are better left to KICs.
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?

We are comfortable with extension of this scheme into FP8.
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?

More innovative solutions will come from the smaller projects so we recommend a greater proportion of funding is allocated to these.
Question 28: What should be the role of public-private partnerships in FP8?

Public-private partnerships are most likely to play a beneficial role in FP8 through being the instigator of some large scale initiatives which otherwise would not be considered feasible by either sector separately,  With a number of significant changes being undertaken for economic and political reasons in the coming months there is a possibility of more short term considerations becoming the norm and so to ensure participation in Research and Technological Developments with longer time horizons public-private partnerships will serve to assist in this area of need.
Question 29: What lessons from evaluations of previous framework programmes can help with the development of FP8?
Simplification of procedures is paramount as currently the resource burden for the EC & participants is much too high.
Question 30: What steps could be taken to ensure that knowledge gained from FP8 is disseminated and exploited – and remains easily accessible over time?
FP8 could mandate research outputs such as journal publications more clearly as deliverable standards for projects.  Results could be integrated into teaching of students so that insights are gained and transmitted through the next generation of students.  On some projects effective use of PR & media has enabled the outputs to be disseminated to the press and a wider audience.
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 need to focus beyond proof of engagement to achieve proof of impact or success as measured by some improved business metrics.  This would ensure that the optimal beneficial effect is achieved by moving knowledge sources’ thinking beyond just the delivery of knowledge to the effects of its successful adoption and embedding within the business environment.  The process to support and help SMEs should not be burdened by onerous and time extended proof but rather there be a second “reward” for knowledge sources to claim on proof of impact.
Question 32: What could be done at EU level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Improve, ease of access; simplicity of process and speed of response.  Many SMEs who could well benefit from EU funding do not have the skills to search through for potential knowledge source opportunities and many also have a negative picture in their mind regarding the likelihood of onerous bureaucracy.  Often the focus is on the project and its management rather than the economic outcomes which the SME community want to achieve.  To improve engagement by SMEs, there needs to be a move towards simplifying the processes and placing the onus on the knowledge sources to find and attract suitable SMEs to participate in EU funded projects.
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)? 

Strand 2 & 3 proposals are broadly positive, but the application of the approach will depend on the audit system that supports it.  Currently the EC audit procedure does not appear to accept the notion of 'reasonableness' or that occasionally that controls for minimal risk are not economically appropriate or viable.  The 'high trust' approach works as long as maximum transparency does not translate into increased data protection and justification and increased reliance on audit.  UK research councils do apply a 'reasonableness' check for existing staff costs rather than the actual attribution of staff cost to time sheets.  The EC could adopt a similar approach.  The EC should be encouraged not to change finance rules during a framework programme as this leads to confusion once grants are in place
Question 34: Is there a role for a two-stage applications process analogous to that used by the Technology Strategy Board
?

A two stage process reduces administration at stage one for the EC and means less effort for participants who are unsuccessful.  However, to be successful requires two applications rather than one, so higher quality consortiums are actually having to put in greater effort to get funded.  Our suggestion would be to utilise the two-stage application process as a tool where there is a track record of applications in a particular theme or call for large numbers of applications that do not squarely address the call.  This would be preferable to instituting the process across the whole of FP8.
Question 35:  Should the programme move away from a cost/input-based funding model to one based more on results/outcomes/performance?

It is difficult to comment without more detail on how a results/outcomes/performance model would be administered and audited.  In principle we are not against the idea but it would need to lead to a simplified administration and control system to be of real benefit to research organisations. 
Question 36: Should the rules on intellectual property in FP7 be changed for FP8? 

Since the beginning of the Seventh Framework Programme (FP7), several consortium agreement models were drafted: DESCA, IMG4, IPCA, EUCAR. The models try to address a wide variety of alternative IPR arrangements, but seem to focus the attention on the aerospace and automotive sectors.

In our opinion, the FP8 call presents a great opportunity to review the consortium agreement models, with the view to build on the work done so far. We propose the creation of a model agreement portfolio, to recognize the needs of specific sectors, such as, for example, pharmaceutical, economic and social science sectors. In our view, results accessibility and small and medium enterprise engagement will benefit from a clearer, simpler and more tailored agreement models which would speed the IP process and reduce the time and cost burden for SMEs. 

Question 37: Is the proportion of overheads funded by FP7 appropriate? Should this be adapted in FP8 to create more consistency with other sources of funding?

The enforcement of a flat rate does work against the approach to establish and recover full cost and can create misunderstanding between cost, eligible cost and price.  The application of an indirect rate compatible with accounting practices and accepted UK government practices (i.e. fEC) would be a positive move. 
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? 

NCPs could have more open public forums for information dissemination and exchange of information which could improve participation and success rates.


Question 39: How effective are the current UK support services? 

UKRO provides a very useful service for queries that arise both in the application stage and the post award stage.  NCPs often feel rather remote and not able to give us much inside information compared with partners from other european countries who appear to be able access via their national NCPs more intelligence of what the EC view is on particular themes and calls.
Question 40: What could be done at UK level to encourage more businesses – especially SMEs - to apply?
Many of the principles e.g. Improve, ease of access; simplicity of process and speed of response underlying the response to Q32 still apply but the means of encouragement in the UK context can be better focused as the economic development environment moves from RDA led to LEP led where LEPs are structured to be Locally or sub regionally focused and are business led.  This does not fully answer the issue of linking knowledge sources and SMEs as the appropriate knowledge source for an SME may be distant from the LEP and so it is still necessary to place responsibility on knowledge sources to find suitable SMEs but can use the emerging LEP networks to more readily achieve this.
Question 41: Are there any lessons from other countries that could help raise UK participation?

No comment.
Question 42: Please add additional comments here in relation to UK interests in the Framework Programme.
No comment.
Do you have any other comments that might aid the consultation process as a whole?
No further comments.
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� 





